























































































































































































































































































































































































Think	Like	A	Forest	Act	Like	a	Meadow	(2009b)	is	laid	out	on	a	series	of	individual	khaki	slim-cards	printed	recto–verso,	which	were	designed	and	made	by	the	Italian	graphic	designer	Simona	Staniscia,	an	art	collective	founded	in	Belgrade	called	Skart,	and	UK-based	company	T-Raid.	It	is	composed	of	texts,	diagrams,	illustrations	and	art,	which	detail	and	illustrate	the	four	‘ethics’	as	well	as	the	13	‘attitudes’	and	‘principles’	at	the	heart	of	permaculture	(Laboratory	of	Insurrectionary	Imagination,	2009b,	no	pagination).	The	4	ethics	are	as	follows:			 1. Living	within	Limits		2. People	Care	3. Earth	Care	4. Fair	Share	(Laboratory	of	Insurrectionary	Imagination,	2009b,	no	pagination)		The	idea	of	living	within	limits	underpins	the	other	3	precepts.	While	not	explicitly	or	necessarily	anti-capitalist,	the	idea	of	living	within	limits	is	nevertheless	directed	against	the	idea	of	unlimited	economic	growth	and	the	transgression	of	the	social	limits	of	the	market.	A	handwritten	text	in	the	form	of	a	spiral	that	appears	on	one	of	the	cards	summarises	this	alternative	rationale:		
	 155	At	the	heart	of	permaculture	ethics	is	the	recognition	that	economic	and	social	systems	are	only	sustainable	if	they	benefit	the	natural	communities	upon	which	they	are	based	(Laboratory	of	Insurrectionary	Imagination,	2009b,	no	pagination).		As	the	fragment	of	concrete	poetry	suggests,	the	idea	of	living	within	limits	affirms	the	interdependence	of	systems	and	the	need	to	go	beyond	the	domination	of	non-economic	spheres	of	activity	and	life	by	economic	rationality	and	practice.	The	other	three	ethics	flow	from	the	first	and	are	explored	through	cognitive	maps,	which	appear	on	individual	cards.	‘Earth	care’	is	premised	on	the	idea	that	human	survival	and	wellbeing	depends	on	the	earth	and	the	maintenance	of	resilient	ecological	systems	(Laboratory	of	Insurrectionary	Imagination,	2009b,	no	pagination).	It	places	importance	on	increasing	land	‘productivity’	through	non-industrial,	sustainable	means	and	also	values	the	preservation	of	land	and	life	(Laboratory	of	Insurrectionary	Imagination,	2009b,	no	pagination).	‘People	care’	holds	necessary	that	the	‘biblical’	needs	of	human	beings	are	met,	which	include	food	and	water,	adequate	clothing,	housing,	education	and	the	means	to	sustain	one’s	livelihood.	People	care	also	calls	for	a	re-organisation	of	society	along	participatory,	democratic	and	decentralised	lines	to	facilitate	the	re-skilling	and	collective	self-education	of	groups	and	people	(Laboratory	of	Insurrectionary	Imagination,	2009b,	no	pagination).	Finally,	‘fair	share’	complements	the	previous	three	ethics	by	denoting	an	equitable	distribution	of	resources	and	wealth	in	order	to	move	away	from	the	use	of	non-renewable	energies	(Laboratory	of	Insurrectionary	Imagination,	2009b,	no	pagination).	While	the	idea	of	fairness	might	seem	vague,	the	fourth	ethic,	along	with	the	other	three,	can	be	understood	as	being	key	to	the	recalibrating	of	the	socio-economic	apparatus	of	production	
	 156	away	from	the	dominance	of	exchange	value	and	profit	towards	what	Kovel	calls	‘the	enhancement	of	use-values’	for	social	and	personal	purposes	(2002,	p.237).	As	Löwy	(2011)	argues,	this	implies	a	qualitative	conception	of	social	development,	which	in	turn	implies	nothing	less	than	a	new	civilisation	or	civility.		This	last	idea	is	made	explicit	in	one	of	the	early	texts	found	in	the	booklet	that	takes	inspiration	from	one	of	Plato’s	dialogues.	In	the	dialogue,	Socrates	is	asked	by	Phaedrus	why	he	does	not	venture	outside	of	the	city	walls.	Socrates	replies	that	he	does	not	venture	into	the	country	because	only	men	(found	in	cities)	can	teach	him	something.	In	the	booklet,	the	following	conclusion	is	drawn:			The	soundtrack	of	western	‘civilisation’	is	the	noise	of	the	book	of	nature	being	slammed	shut	and	the	rumble	of	war	machines	approaching.	We	are	told	that	Nature	is	mute,	it	has	nothing	to	teach	us,	except	that	it	is	a	battlefield	of	all	against	all.	But	as	the	war	against	our	climate	and	ecosystems	tips	the	physiology	of	the	planet	into	chaos,	the	myth	that	Nature	is	just	‘red	in	tooth	and	claw’,	is	unravelling	(Laboratory	of	Insurrectionary	Imagination,	2009b,	no	pagination).			This	passage	exemplifies	the	civilisational	critique	that	is	embedded	within	the	ethics	of	permaculture	and	Lab	of	ii’s	practice.	It	is	an	ethics	and	practice	of	limits	concerned	with	upholding	the	conditions	of	possibility	of	social	and	collective	life.	While	this	discourse	resonates	with	some	of	the	ecological	discourses	discussed	in	the	previous	chapter,	it	suggests	a	very	different	outlook	to	the	all-out	entrepreneurialism	found	in	the	work	of	MMM,	for	instance,	which	implicitly	viewed	the	current	economic	and	ecological	crisis	as	resolvable	within	the	boundaries	of	capitalism.		










































































































	 216	view	of	nature,	which	Lab	of	ii’s	discourse	tends	to	construct.	Instead,	Empty	Lot	(2015a)	presents	a	very	contemporary	urban	imagination,	which	I	will	argue	is	one	of	large-scale	destruction,	loss	and	crisis	as	well	as	possibility.	I	will	explore	this	problem	in	a	bit	more	detail	below	starting	with	the	question	of	destruction	and	loss.	 The	sculptural	construction,	in	its	scale	as	well	as	materials,	appears	to	present	the	ever-expanding	urban	experience	of	the	metropolis	or	perhaps	I	should	say	megalopolis.	As	Cunningham	suggests	speaking	about	metropolitan-megalopolitan	urbanity	of	transnational	capitalism:			 The	simultaneous	joining	up	of	‘juxtaposed	and	distant	points’	that	–	no	longer	held	(however	porously)	within	the	continuous	spatial	totality	of	more	or	less	discrete	metropolises	–	now	forms	an	emergent,	immanently	differentiated,	total	process	of	urbanization	on	a	planetary	scale	(2005,	p.21).			
Empty	Lot	(2015)	could	be	understood	to	present	the	geopolitically	differentiated	character	of	this	process,	which	divides	and	connects	global	cities	like	London	and	megacities	like	Mexico.	Thus,	the	re-inscription	of	this	differential	reality	by	a	migrant	artist	in	a	gallery	in	London	appears	to	make	palpable	in	its	materiality	and	form	the	inequalities	in	development	between	cities	in	the	overdeveloped	world	and	developing	world.	As	Davis	(2006)	has	pointed	out	migration	to	urban	centres	in	the	booming	cities	of	the	Global	South	has	produced	an	explosion	of	urban	poverty,	nothing	less	than	a	‘surplus	humanity’,	a	new	urban	rabble	variously	(un)employed	in	a	nebulous	and	expanding	informal	economy	(Davis,	2006,	p.174).	This	urbanity	is	also	linked	to	the	production	of	all	kinds	of	new	toxicities,	hazards	and	environmental	degradation	on	account	of	the	encroachment	of	
	 217	unplanned	urban	sprawl	on	rural	environmental	reserves	(Davis,	2010,	2006).	The	production	of	urban	inequalities	and	the	disorganisation	of	labour	power	caused	by	large-scale	migration,	as	well	as	the	production	of	a	globalised	urban	rabble,	are	not	figured	explicitly	in	the	work.	However,	the	antagonisms	that	traverse	contemporary	transnational,	urban	capitalism	are	through	the	presentation	of	the	residual	character	of	traditional,	even	rural	cultures	and	forms	of	sociality,	the	rationalisation	of	a	barren	nature	and	depleted	resources,	which	also	alludes	to	the	sporadic	politics	of	guerrilla	gardening	and	land-grabbing	performed	by	the	urban	poor,	including	Cruzvillegas’	parents	(Cruzvillegas	and	Godfrey,	2015).	These	inequalities	in	urban	development	are	also,	as	Davis	(2010)	and	Fraser	(2016)	state,	partly	sustained	by	regimes	of	debt	that	limit	public	investment	in	the	sprawling	cities	of	the	Global	South,	and	which	sustain	the	dominance	of	the	great	centres	of	finance	capital	in	the	Global	North.	The	presentation	of	this	inequality	also	appears,	in	a	comparable	way	to	Towell’s	parable	about	Brazilian	cultural	workers,	to	be	double-coded.	The	figuration	of	uneven	development	points	to	urban	inequalities	that	define	London,	and	which	are	reproduced,	wittingly	or	not,	through	processes	of	regeneration	such	as	those	that	define	the	South	Bank.		In	this	sense,	the	work’s	mixing	of	traditional	and	modern,	ancient	and	contemporary	presents	a	rebuttal	of	what	Harootunian	(2007)	views	as	‘one	of	the	more	successful	conjurations	performed	by	modern	industrialized	societies’:	the	concealment	of	‘the	unevenness	within	their	own	precincts	and	its	accompanying,	mixed,	and	often	“discordant	temporalities”	regulating	the	rhythms	of	life,	making	it	[the	unevenness	–	J.Y	Pinder]	appear	as	a	problem	stigmatizing	the	nonmodern’	(p.475).	This	gesture	of	Cruzvillegas’	work,	by	which	the	antagonism	that	define	the	unevenly	developed	London	and	transnational	urbanity	more	broadly	are	re-presented,	defines	the	work’s	claim	to	autonomy.		
	 218	In	doing	so,	however,	it	also	avoids	what	Cunningham	(2005,	p.22)	calls	the	‘pathos	of	enclave	theory’,	which	arguably	defines	Lab	of	ii’s	utopian	yearnings.	If	following	Tomba	(2012,	p.175),	there	appears	to	be	‘something	of	the	future	encapsulated	in	the	past	that	can	be	freed	from	the	contemporaneity	of	the	archaic’	in	the	present	work,	then	the	utopian	charge	of	pre-capitalist	pasts	(chinampas)	and	nature	appear	differently	to	the	lost	rural	idylls	previously	encountered.	Odes	to	the	lost	idyll	were	spoken	by	bench	plaques	lamenting	the	existence	of	bipeds,	the	animals	for	whom	the	benches	were	designed	for	in	the	first	place.	They	also	appeared	in	the	guise	of	poems	about	the	Niger	Delta,	a	lost	paradise,	becoming	a	hostile	home	and	lover.	In	Empty	Lot	(2015a),	however,	the	past	does	not	appear	as	a	lost	paradise.	Here,	the	past	appears	closer	to	how	it	was	figured	in	Robinson’s	(2013)	poem	about	the	North-East:	destruction	without	the	organic	idyll.	If	Empty	
Lot	(2015a),	which	Cruzvillegas	claims	is	a	sculpture	made	out	of	hope	(Tate,	2015),	presents	a	freeing	of	archaic	futurity,	a	commitment	to	the	past	that	is	also	a	taking	evidence	from	the	future	as	Robinson’s	(2013)	poem	but	also	the	existence	Litmus	Drake’s	plaque	suggest,	then	the	archaic	is	definitely	an	up-rooted	ideal.	Despite	the	irrevocable	loss	that	it	produces,	it	is	this	condition	of	no	return	that	also	opens	up	possibilities,	which	the	growing	life	of	the	empty	lots	embodies.	It	should	also	be	noted	that	while	the	time-based	character	of	the	plant	performance	adds	to	the	sense	of	the	work’s	incompleteness	(its	ruin	in	reverse),	there	is	a	sense	in	which	these	alternative	temporalities	are	contained	or	minimised	by	the	overbearing	spatial	thereness	of	the	structure.	This	does	not	annul	the	futurity	of	the	archaic	per	se.	However,	the	experience	of	uprooting	and	un-dwelling	that	this	spatialisation	embodies,	which	is	presented	in	the	materials	and	forms	of	the	sculpture	undoubtedly	presupposes	the	urban	present	of	the	interconnected	
	 219	megalopolis.	This	appears	to	make	for	a	soberer	re-invention	of	the	chinampas	than	the	one	imagined	by	the	permaculturalists	of	the	previous	chapter.		This	urbanity	also	appears	to	be	the	condition	of	possibility	for	other	urban	imaginations,	figured	through	the	allusions	to	guerrilla	gardening	and	land-grabbing,	practices	that	aim	to	reclaim	the	use	values	and	social	intelligence	produced	by	cities	(McKay,	2013).	In	this	sense,	the	uselessness	and	the	randomness	of	the	empty	lots,	taken	from	various	commons	and	public	spaces	of	London,	stand	in	for	what	Adorno	called	the	‘stunted	use	value’	(Adorno,	1997,	p.227)	–	those	non-commercial	spaces	that	are	encroached	upon	by	the	sprawling	urbanity	that	is	otherwise	the	condition	of	their	existence.	This	tension	was	already	present	in	the	discussion	of	the	two	conceptions	(cultural	regeneration/culture-led	regeneration)	of	development	and	regeneration	nested	in	Landry’s	discussion	of	creative	cities.	Empty	Lot	(2015a)	recovers	this	antagonism	in	form.	The	preceding	analysis	has	done	much	to	clarify	the	social	character	of	the	work.	However,	the	artistic	character	of	the	work	remains	to	be	more	fully	determined	in	order	to	understand	in	more	detail	how	it	exists	within	the	lineages	of	art	that	I	specified	in	the	previous	chapter.	As	the	curator	suggests,	Cruzvillegas’	work	can	also	be	productively	viewed	in	relation	to	a	number	of	practices	and	artists,	including	the	Soviet	Constructivists,	Hans	Haacke’s	growing	grass	works	and	the	architectural	works	of	Matta-Clark	(Cruzvillegas	and	Godfrey,	2015).	However,	it	is	perhaps	Smithson’s	concept	of	the	non-site	that	is	most	relevant	in	terms	of	how	the	concept	can	help	to	make	sense	of	the	formal	features	of	the	work	as	well	as	its	relation	to	the	museum,	the	cultural	district	and	the	city.		About	the	non-site	and	its	relation	to	site	in	the	work	of	Smithson,	Meyer	(2000)	writes:	
	 220		 Place,	for	Smithson,	is	a	vectored	relation:	the	physical	site	is	a	destination	to	be	seen	or	left	behind,	a	“tour”	recalled	through	snapshots	and	travelogues.	It	is	only	temporarily	experienced	[…],	if	it	is	seen	at	all	(Spiral	Jetty	sank	soon	after	its	completion).	Site	as	a	unique,	demarcated	place	available	to	perceptual	experience	alone	[…]	becomes	a	network	of	sites	referring	to	an	elsewhere	(2000,	p.30).		As	examples	of	non-sites,	one	could	evoke	Smithson’s	Floating	Island	to	Travel	
Around	Manhattan	Island,	which	was	an	instruction	for	a	tugboat	to	pull	a	barge	full	of	trees	and	vegetation	around	Manhattan,	making	Floating	Island	a	mirror	displacement	of	a	green	island	(Osborne,	2013).	The	idea	of	non-site	also	informed	the	influential	model	of	the	mobile	artist	as	tourist	or	investigator	of	multiple	sites,	which	I	think	also	underpins	Beinart’s	investigations	of	the	flaura	and	fauna	of	the	Square	Mile	(Osborne,	2013).	Empty	Lot	(2015a)	reproduces	something	of	this	rationale.	The	different	soils,	which	were	gathered	from	different	parks	and	places,	create	a	mirror	of	the	city,	which	the	work	is	constituted	by	and	placed	in	relation	to.	Kaye	(2000)	suggests	that	the	representation	of	a	site	as	a	non-site	is	a	way	of	revealing	the	relation	between	the	non-site	of	the	gallery	or	work	of	art	and	what	it	exists	in	relation	to	but	also	negates.	Through	this	indexical	quality,	the	non-site	exposes,	as	Kaye	suggests,	‘the	limits	and	operation	of	the	gallery	itself’	and	the	form	of	development	it	partakes	it	(Kaye,	2000,	p.93).	By	doing	so,	it	may	also	be	understood,	as	my	previous	analysis	of	the	archaic	suggests,	as	presenting	another	ideal	of	urbanity,	which	reveals	the	limits	of	our	own.		The	preceding	analysis	of	the	work’s	autonomy	needs	to	be	complicated	and	complemented	on	a	number	of	counts.	It	would	be	perhaps	unfair	to	criticise	the	
	 221	work	for	not	having	integrated	a	critique	of	its	sponsors,	as	I	do	not	think	that	the	sponsorship	relation	constituted	an	element	of	the	work’s	concept.	Nevertheless,	this	question	comes	to	bear	on	the	analysis	as	the	site-specific	character	of	the	work	complicates	any	claims	to	a	form	of	critical	autonomy.	As	Osborne	(2013)	suggests,	the	category	of	non-site	emerged	as	a	reaction	against	the	institutionalisation	of	art	in	the	same	manner	as	conceptual	art	discourse	was,	in	part,	a	reaction	against	commodification	of	art	as	well	as	institutionalised	(Greenbergian)	forms	of	criticism.	The	problem	of	institutionalisation	poses	itself	in	the	context	of	Cruzvillegas’	work	as	it	did	in	the	case	of	Salcedo’s	work.	In	both	cases,	a	reflexive	relation	to	the	institution	is	constructed.	But,	also	in	both	cases,	the	institutionalisation	of	the	work	is	ambivalent.	In	the	case	of	Cruzvillegas	we	may	wonder	whether	the	work,	regardless	of	the	intentions	of	the	artist,	functions	as	an	adornment	to	the	building	itself	in	not	a	dissimilar	way	to	how	Akademi’s	site-specific	performance	adorned	the	gardens	of	the	billionaire	moguls.	Projects	such	as	Empty	Lot	(2015a)	and	the	commissions	appear	to	provide	the	museum	with	a	contemporary	edge	that	comes	to	complement	the	museum’s	claim	to	be	a	repository	of	transnational	‘modern’	heritage	and	culture,	cultural	value	and	public	good.	This	is,	of	course,	a	good	thing.	However,	this	also	presents	a	contradiction	that	is	worth	discussing	as	it	points	to	a	potential	limit	of	the	work	understood	as	non-site.	The	site-specific	commission	appears	thanks	to	its	publicness	to	add	value	to	the	site	and	brand	of	the	Tate,	which	in	turn	makes	it	more	attractive	to	sponsors	and	makes	the	gallery	a	key	node	in	the	management	of	corporate	financial	assets.		In	this	respect,	the	commissions,	more	generally,	share	certain	characteristics	with	what	McKinnie	(2012)	calls	monopolistic	performance.	Namely,	commissions	like	Empty	Lot	(2015a)	maximise	the	use	of	the	space.	However,	instead	of	playing	with	fantasies	of	private	ownership,	I	would	argue	
	 222	that	it	is	the	publicness	of	these	commissions,	their	ideality	as	public	goods	and	cultural	value	à	la	Holden	(enhanced	by	their	sheer	size)	that	makes	them	an	attractive	proposition	for	the	museum	but	also	by	extension	by	the	sponsors.	Having	unpicked	this	ambivalence,	which	means	that	the	work	has	been	identified	as	oscillating	between	negative	and	affirmative	autonomy,	the	next	section	goes	on	to	explore	how	the	Deadline	(2015a)	festival	could	be	understood	to	realise	but	also	undo	Cruzvillegas’	work	by	developing	the	logics	of	his	work	as	non-site	beyond	what	I	understand	to	be	its	unwitting	spatial	containment.	The	work	of	the	festival	will	do	so	by	actualising	the	guerrilla	gardening	principle	embedded	in	the	empty	lots,	those	little	wedged	fragments	of	temporalised	space,	which	appear	to	render	Empty	Lot	(2015a)	incomplete	while	realising	the	work’s	ideal	by	making	a	place	for	heteronomous	processes	and	contingencies,	struggles	for	use-values	and	resistance	to	be	a	bearer	of	exchange-value.	The	empty	lots,	in	this	respect,	perform	what	Benjamin	(1996,	p.163)	calls	the	ironisation	of	art’s	form,	its	‘freely	willed	destruction’	in	the	search	of	its	unconditioned	autonomy.	The	search	is	ironic	as	the	unconditioned	character	of	the	work	reveals	itself	to	be	illusionary:	autonomy	is	conditioned,	a	contradiction	and	tension	made	visible	in	the	relation	between	the	arial,	‘floating’	platform	and	the	underbelly	of	the	structure.		However,	in	activating,	beyond	the	work’s	spatialised	containment,	the	apparent	auto-destruction	of	the	work,	the	festival	will	be	shown	to	displace	the	phenomenological	minimalism	of	Cruzvillegas’	site-specific	commission	and	produce	a	concept	of	non-site	and,	more	generally,	of	art	that	in	my	view	is	not	reconcilable	with	the	rationales	of	sponsorship.	I	also	warn	the	reader	that	the	analysis	of	the	festival	will	be	less	developed	than	the	previous	one.	This	is	due	to	
	 223	the	fact	that	it	was	a	festival	with	many	works.	After	giving	a	brief	account	of	the	overall	I	will	settle	on	the	analysis	of	one	work	before	concluding.		
4.3.2	Deadline		As	suggested	above,	and	as	Meyer	(2000)	specifies,	the	first	wave	of	artists	interested	in	institutional	critique	‘displaced	the	phenomenological	site	of	the	minimalist	installation	into	a	critical	reflection	on	the	gallery	itself’	(p.25).	While	this	rationale	is	not	entirely	absent	from	Cruzvillegas’	work,	the	latter	does	not	address	how	cultural	institutions	embed	financial	flows	as	part	of	what	Platform	(2012,	p.6)	members	calls	the	‘Carbon	Web’.	About	the	Carbon	Web	members	of	Platform	write:		 Around	the	oil	corporation	are	gathered	institutions	that	enable	it	to	conduct	its	business.	These	include	public	and	private	banks,	government	ministries	and	military	bodies,	engineering	companies	and	legal	firms,	universities	and	environmental	consultants,	non-governmental	organizations	and	cultural	institutions.	All	these	make	up	the	Carbon	Web	that	drives	forward	the	extraction,	transportation,	and	consumption	of	fossil	fuels	(Marriot	and	Minio-Paluello,	2012,	p.6).		In	this	respect	the	institutional	critique	that	Platform	and	its	collaborators	perform	through	such	events	is	‘site-specific’	but	aims	to	connect	the	site	to	the	web	it	is	part	of.	In	this	respect,	it	reproduces	the	logics	of	the	non-site	but	expands	the	concept	by	making	the	question	of	sponsorship	central	to	the	concept.	The	unsanctioned	festival	lasted	three	days,	from	the	4th	to	the	6th	of	December	2015.	It	opened	with	Read’s	talk,	which	was	attended	by	some	forty	people	or	so,	including	a	large	group	of	Kings	College-affiliated	University	of	California	students.	The	talk	
	 224	was	followed	by	a	smaller	performance	by	Virtual	Migrants,	whose	performances	often	explore	questions	of	race,	migration	and	global	justice	(Platform,	2015b).	Their	participatory	performance,	which	consisted	of	excerpts	of	one	of	their	shows	happened	on	level	2	of	the	museum	(virtualmigrants,	2018).	Theatre	and	performance	more	generally	played	an	important	part	in	the	festival:	a	performance	of	Caryl	Churchill’s	short	play	on	art	and	sponsorship	was	programmed	on	Saturday	afternoon,	followed	by	a	panel	that	included	the	playwright	Michael	McMillan	(Platform,	2015b).32	Ivo	Theatre	performed	via	a	live	feed	in	the	foyer	of	level	2	from	the	COP21	climate	negotiations	that	were	happening	in	Paris	at	the	time.	Other	artistic	works	and	interventions	included	Platform’s	alternative	audio	guide	tour	to	the	Tate	museums,	which	invited	audience	members	to	move	between	different	sites	(Tate	Britain,	Thames	and	Tate	Modern)	while	the	narrative	took	the	listener	to	different	places	across	the	world.	The	festival	had	also	programmed	seed-bombing	sessions,	literally	taking	up	Cruzvillegas’	original	intuition	about	interventions	made	possible	by	his	space.	Finally,	a	giant	floor	mosaic	showing	the	message	DROP	BP,	made	out	of	the	green	festival	programmes,	masking	tape	and	sunflower	seeds	–	a	possible	allusion	to	Ai	Weiwei’s	commission	that	filled	the	space	with	porcelain	sunflower	seeds	–	was	created	by	people	of	all	ages	on	the	mezzanine	floor	(Platform,	2015b).	The	festival	focused	heavily	on	culture’s	implication	in	the	reproduction	of	violence	and	did	so	in	layered	and	multifarious	ways.	A	number	of	talks,	which	also	featured	participants	from	Platform’s	radical	education	programme	Shake!	and	ex-Tate	curators,	focused	on	the	relationship	between	art	and	empire,	most	notably	
																																																								32	See	Aston	and	Diamond	(2009)	for	Churchill’s	longstanding	engagement	with	the	questions	of	art,	theatre	and	corporate	sponsorship.	
	 225	Tate’s	historical	relation	to	slave	sugar	plantations.	Other	talks	connected	the	oil	campaign	with	the	issue	of	the	financial	cuts,	corporatisation	of	the	arts	and	the	ongoing	strike	at	the	National	Gallery	in	London.	The	titles	of	events	such	as	the	‘Sisters	of	Perpetual	Resistance’,	organised	by	young	Shake	members,	also	suggest	that	participants	and	organisers	had	a	desire	to	think	about	the	possibility	to	articulate	environmental	and	decolonial	struggles	with	feminist	ones.	Certain	events	pushed	this	line	of	questioning	further,	turning	the	critical	gaze	back	onto	itself	with	a	workshop	titled	‘Who	gets	to	change	the	climate?’,	which	closed	the	festival.	The	workshop	aimed	to	question	the	blind	spots	of	the	white-dominated	environmental	movement	and	its	inability	to	connect	up	to	anti-racist	movements	and	causes	(Platform,	2015b).	There	is	little	doubt	that	all	of	these	interventions	were	conceived	as	means	to	shift	the	consensus	about	the	sponsorship	of	oil.	However,	what	is	also	of	note	and	what	I	would	like	to	discuss	is	the	materiality	of	the	works.	I	would	argue	that	the	predominance	of	language	and	communication	as	materials	mirrors	the	form	(information)	that	enables	the	museum	to	become	an	attractive	brand	and	asset	while	also	providing	a	counterpoint	to	this	circulation	of	information.	In	this	sense,	the	works	of	the	festival,	which	also	took	place	in	and	around	Empty	Lot	(2015a),	can	be	understood	to	expand	the	materiality	of	Cruzvillegas’	construction.	Where	his	work	figured	urban	form	and	migrancy,	the	festival	presented	the	flow	of	information	and	financial	assets	that	determine	the	space	of	the	museum	and	Cruzvillegas’	work.	A	similar	argument	can	be	made	about	the	elements	of	the	festival	that	were	not	language-based,	which	is	where	my	analysis	will	come	to	rest.	On	the	Friday	night,	large	prints	of	portrait	photographs	made	by	South	African	photographer	
	 226	Gideon	Mendel	were	introduced	into	the	gallery	space,	about	which	Dawson	wrote	the	following	for	the	Art	newspaper:		 By	the	afternoon	more	than	200	people	were	participating	in	the	festival	and	the	Tate	began	to	restrict	its	programme.	Security	personnel	prevented	the	festival	organisers	from	bringing	in	a	collection	of	44	large	photographic	prints	from	Gideon	Mendel’s	series	Drowning	World	(2007–ongoing),	which	depicts	people	in	their	flooded	homes.	The	organisers	were	able	to	set	up	only	20	of	the	photographs	in	the	hall	(Dawson,	2015).		As	I	re-entered	the	gallery	on	the	Friday	night,	I	encountered	those	20	portraits,	which	were	propped	up	against	the	southern	wall	of	the	mezzanine	space.	The	photographs,	which	were	cordoned	off,	were	printed	square	onto	what	looked	like	foam	board	or	painted	plywood.	Mendel	travels	to	different	places	in	the	world	where	major	floods	have	occurred	as	a	consequence	of	rain	or	severe	climatic	events	and	takes	photographic	portraits	of	people	in	their	flooded	homes	and	surroundings.	The	locations	include	India,	Pakistan,	Bangladesh,	Thailand,	Brazil,	Haiti,	USA,	UK	and	Germany.	He	has	also	made	films	from	these	journeys	and	has	made	photographic	works	from	the	flood-destroyed	family	photographs	and	memories	that	he	finds	(Gideon	Mendel,	no	date).	In	the	photographic	images	propped	up	against	the	wall	of	the	gallery,	the	subjects	often	pose	solo	or	in	couples	against	an	interior	wall	of	the	home	or	in	front	of	an	external	door	leading	to	the	house.	The	subjects	are	often	looking	straight	into	the	camera,	while	they	stand	knee	–	and	sometimes	waist	or	torso	–	deep	in	water.	The	murky	water,	which	inundates	the	frame,	gives	the	photo’s	‘ritual	of	solemnization	and	
	 227	consecration	of	the	group	and	the	world’	(Bourdieu,	1990,	p.92)	an	entirely	different	value	and	sense	of	gravitas.	Mendel’s	work	is	photojournalistic.	He	started	as	a	struggle	photographer	in	the	final	years	of	apartheid	and	subsequently	made	projects	about	Aids	in	South	Africa	(Mendel,	2001).	In	the	1990s	he	moved	to	London	where	he	also	documented	anti-road	struggles	in	which	John	Jordan	was	involved.	In	her	book	
The	Civil	Contract	of	Photography	(2008),	Azoulay	argues	that	photography	can	contribute	to	constructing	a	form	of	a	transnational	civil	and	politicised	community	that	bears	witness	to	sovereign	violence.	While	her	focus	on	the	Israeli–Palestinian	conflict	is	not	entirely	relevant	to	the	topic	of	this	chapter,	this	emphasis	on	violence,	injustice	and	photography	is	absolutely	relevant	to	Mendel’s	photography.	His	work	stages	the	violence	and	destruction	of	climate	change,	with	its	objective	and	subjective	facets,	but	the	photographs	also	interpellate	the	spectators-turned-witnesses	in	forceful	ways.	Following	the	terms	proposed	by	Roberts	(2014),	who	reprises	and	develops	Azoulay’s	concerns,	Mendel’s	photojournalism	could	be	understood	as	showing	violence	through	an	intrusion	and	interruption	that	is	destabilising	for	the	spectator	confronted	with	the	truth	of	the	historical	index	and	document.	Here,	we	re-encounter	the	fundamentally	‘ostensive’,	that	is,	indexical	character	of	the	artwork	(2014,	p.153).	The	mention	of	indexicality,	however,	brings	me	to	address	more	directly	how	Mendel’s	work	contributes	to	the	investigation	of	the	gallery	as	site,	according	to	the	transdisciplinary	conception	of	art	explored	in	this	thesis.	As	Osborne	(2013)	has	argued,	there	is	no	one	single	technological	basis	to	the	ontology	of	the	photography,	which	finds	itself	distributed	across	different	forms	and	technologies,	including	digital	and	chemical	processes,	photography,	video,	and	film.	In	this	sense	it	cannot	be	considered	to	be	a	specific	medium.	In	our	time,	it	
	 228	has	been	also	intimately	associated,	by	Baudrillard	(1994)	and	the	Situationists	(Knabb,	2006),	with	the	circulation	of	information	and	capital,	and	in	this	respect	it	holds	a	paradigmatic	value	as	a	cultural	form.33	However,	the	undesirable	propping	up	of	these	photographs	and	their	out	of	place-ness	underlines	the	place	and	function	of	the	museum	as	a	space	that	embeds	these	flows	of	information	capital	in	a	way	that	its	painterly	other	–	the	hung	photograph	of	the	exhibition	that	still	offers	a	certain	experience	of	absorption,	what	Fried	(1995)	would	call	an	anti-theatrical	experience	–	does	not	(Fried,	2008).	In	doing	so,	the	images	appear	to	contradict	the	Friedian	anti-theatrical	idea	that	‘presentness	is	grace’	(1995,	p.147),	understood	as	a	momentary	suspension	of	everyday	relationality	and	time	through	a	purified	art	work.	By	contrast,	the	photographs	present	frozen	moments	of	crisis	and	catastrophe	with	no	redemption.	However,	these	are	not	only	a	trace	or	record	of	a	past	moment	of	time.	Rather,	as	Roberts	(2014)	as	well	as	Green	and	Lowry	(2003)	suggest,	these	frozen	moments	of	time	lay	claim	upon	the	real	here	and	now	by	virtue	of	pointing	to	their	own	existence	as	event.	The	delimited	singular	images	and	forms	exist	in	a	series	that	are	identical	to	the	limitless	images	of	catastrophe	that	the	media	produce	(in	which	Mendel’s	images	are	also	circulated),	and	yet	they	retain	a	certain	expressive	force	by	virtue	of	their	siting	in	the	museum	and	their	status	as	prop	in	the	festival.	Mendel’s	photographs	also	capture	the	difference	between	the	festival	as	a	whole	and	the	work	of	Cruzvillegas	in	terms	of	how	both	stand	in	relation	to	the	
																																																								33	It	should	be	noted	that	Baudrillard	is	a	reference	in	some	of	the	resilience	training	I	mentioned	in	chapter	2	(Boosting	Resilience,	2017b).	It	features	in	order	to	explain	the	value	of	images	as	assets.	This	is	also	picked	up	and	critiqued	in	Bourdieu	and	Haacke’s	(1995)	discussion	of	culture,	brands	and	private	investment.			
	 229	building.	Instead	of	maximizing	the	site	of	the	museum,	the	festival	asserts	the	value	of	democracy	and	civic	participation,	but	it	does	so	by	entering	into	a	more	explicit	form	of	antagonism	with	the	institution,	while	still	expressing	solidarity	with	the	institution.	To	make	sense	of	this	difference,	is	tempting	to	follow	Bourdieu’s	(1993)	and	understand	institutional	consecration	as	a	form	of	temporal	pushing	back	in	relation	to	avant-gardism.	Empty	Lot	(2015a)	and	Deadline	(2015a)	would	then	appear	to	be	coeval,	yet	existing	within	a	different	artistic	present.	However,	beyond	the	risk	of	falling	prey	to	a	variant	of	avant-guardist	Darwinism,	I	have	already	argued	that	the	festival	and	the	re-localisation	of	antagonism	that	it	performs	can	be	understood	as	both	the	destruction	and	realisation	of	the	work’s	ideal.	In	this	respect,	the	festival	does	indeed	force	social	and	artistic	coeval	times	together	in	a	way	that	was	already	seen	during	the	last	event	of	TTMR.	However,	it	does	so	in	order	to	construct	a	transnational	artistic	and	politicised	space	that	aims	to	make	sense	of	as	well	as	change	the	historical	present.	This	constitutes	a	different	transcultural	rationale	and	project	to	the	one	analysed	somewhat	ambiguously	by	Osborne	(2013).	In	order	to	realise	this	rationale	and	in	not	a	dissimilar	way	to	Lab	of	ii’s	project,	the	festival	provides	an	artistic	frame,	a	larger	unit	of	significance	for	an	invariably	singular	set	of	works.	The	ironic	twist	in	this	situation	is	that	the	unsanctioned	realisation	of	the	Cruzvillegas’	ideal	of	the	empty	lot	also	appears	to	contribute	to	securing	the	gallery’s	contemporaneity	and	institutional	legitimacy	as	a	site	for	the	production	of	autonomous	work.	This	is	surely	in	part	why	20	photos	presenting	the	destruction	caused	by	the	gallery’s	now	former	sponsors	and	a	motley	crew	of	activists	and	festival	goers	are	allowed	with	much	resistance	to	hold	the	space.					
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4.4	Conclusion	In	this	chapter,	I	moved	away	from	a	discussion	of	the	nature	of	resilience	discourses	and	practices	towards	an	examination	of	how	art	negates	the	rationales	of	resilience	(Q.3a-b).	The	Tate	and	the	works	therein	provided	a	good	case	study	to	advance	this	task.	The	analysis	of	these	works	provided	me	with	the	opportunity	to	explore	how,	in	the	case	of	the	Tate,	a	critique	of	practices	legitimated	by	dominant	resilience	discourses,	such	as	private	investment	and	corporate	sponsorship,	are	indissociable	from	a	critique	of	commercialised	processes	of	urban	redevelopment.	I	argued	that	it	is	the	symbolic	and	cultural	status	of	creative	‘iconics’,	as	theorised	by	writers	such	as	Landry,	that	is	so	attractive	to	sponsors	and	investors.				After	an	initial	analysis	focused	on	the	context	and	artists,	the	discussion	concentrated	on	two	cases,	which	enabled	me	to	figure	the	Tate	as	phenomenological	urban	art	space	as	well	as	a	node	within	a	space	of	‘flow’.	Empty	
Lot	(2015a)	was	initially	analysed	for	the	manner	in	which	it	presented	the	inequalities	created	and	the	destruction	wrought	by	transnational	capitalist	urbanity	as	well	as	the	possibility	of	bifurcation	from	this	model	of	development.	However,	I	also	suggested	that	the	site-specific	rationale	of	Empty	Lot	(2015a)	meant	that	the	work	is	rendered	affirmative	and	plays	the	ambivalent	role	of	an	enhancer.	It	is	ambivalent	because	it	is	the	fact	that	the	regenerated	museum	and	institution	has	become	a	repository	of	humanist	public	value	that	sponsors	are	attracted	to	it.			Without	criticising	Cruzvillegas’	work	for	not	including	sponsorship	as	a	material,	I	nevertheless	turned	to	the	Deadline	festival,	which	provided	the	means	to	both	realise	and	undo	–	a	‘ruin	in	reverse’,	to	speak	in	Smithsonian	terms	–	the	negative	concept	of	non-site	that	was	embedded	in	Cruzvillegas’	empty	lots.	The	
	 231	festival	added	another	dimension	to	the	investigation	of	the	institution	by	situating	itself	more	directly	at	the	level	of	‘spaces	of	flow’	and	making	sponsorship	one	of	its	artistic	materials.	The	discussion	of	the	various	components	of	the	festival	against	oil	sponsorship,	including	Gideon	Mendel’s	photography,	advanced	the	discussion	of	art	understood	in	non-medium	specific	terms.	I	argued	that	the	work	of	the	festival,	animated	by	a	will	to	make	sense	of	our	global	contemporary	and	contest	the	oppressions	that	constitute	it,	presented	within	its	context	our	collective	unfreedom,	and	in	doing	so	pinpointed	the	possibility	of	a	limit	to	cruelty:	a	deadline,	which	is	also	a	lifeline.																			
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5.	Here	Today…,	Vita	Vitale,	Living	Skin	and	Pelt	
	
5.1	Introduction	This	chapter	continues	to	examine	the	risks	and	dangers	linked	to	sponsorship	and	private	investment	while	also	aiming	to	understand	how	art	can	position	itself	critically	in	relation	to	those	practices.	By	investigating	this	question	further	and	garnering	more	evidence	to	answer	the	third	area	of	investigation	of	this	thesis,	I	also	continue	to	investigate	the	risk	that	art	becomes	affirmative,	that	is,	that	it	comes	to	play	a	legitimating	function	vis-à-vis	economic	and	political	power	(Q.3b).	Like	the	analysis	of	Cruzvillegas’	and	Platform’s	work	in	the	previous	chapter,	the	analysis	of	this	chapter	is	focused	on	a	complex	case	–	complex	because	of	its	composition	but	also	because	of	the	questions	that	it	raises.	I	present	the	case	as	well	as	the	issues	briefly	before	going	on	to	state	more	explicitly	how	this	chapter	builds	on	the	preceding	chapters.		The	case	in	question,	which	I	learned	about	during	TTMR	(2015),	is	the	exhibition	Here	Today…	(2014),	which	was	commissioned	by	the	International	Union	for	the	Conservation	of	Nature	(IUCN)	to	celebrate	50	years	of	the	existence	of	the	IUCN	Red	List	of	endangered	species.	For	the	celebration,	the	curatorial	collective	Artwise	brought	together	an	impressive	range	of	artists	and	artworks	including	work	by	Ackroyd	&	Harvey,	Siobhan	Davies,	Laura	Ford,	Chris	Jordan,	Bharti	Kher,	Julian	Perry,	Mike	Perry,	Gavin	Turk	and	Andy	Warhol.	The	exhibition	was	spread	across	two	floors	of	the	Old	Sorting	Office,	situated	near	the	British	Museum	in	the	Holborn	area	of	central	London,	and	its	scope	was	no	less	impressive.	The	exhibition	was	organised	around	eight	themed	chapters,	which	aimed	to	give	visibility	to	species	extinction	and	the	violence	of	global	warming,	as	
	 233	well	as	foreground	conservation	efforts	and	ideas	that	could	slow	climate	change	down	and	help	create	a	more	sustainable	planet	(Artwise	Curators,	2014).	While	the	exhibition	was	commissioned	by	the	IUCN,	it	was	funded	and	supported	by	the	NGO	International	Dialogue	for	Environmental	Action	(IDEA)	and	Baku,	an	Azerbaijani	glossy	art	and	fashion	magazine.	According	to	the	curators	of	the	exhibition,	Leyla	Aliyev,	the	director	of	the	NGO	and	editor-in-chief	of	Baku,	is	a	supporter	of	the	IUCN	and	has	done	a	lot	of	work	on	environmental	conservation	and	the	protection	of	endangered	species	(Pinder,	2017b).	The	commissioners,	according	to	the	curators	and	participating	artists,	were	delighted	with	the	exhibition	as	were	the	funders	(Pinder,	2017b,	2017c).	Despite	the	apparent	success	of	the	exhibition,	a	problem	arose	when	the	artists	Heather	Ackroyd	and	Dan	Harvey	(Ackroyd	&	Harvey)	started	to	feel	retrospectively	uncomfortable	about	the	structures	of	funding	of	the	exhibition:	Leyla	Aliyev	is	the	daughter	of	the	current	president	of	the	Republic	of	Azerbaijan,	a	repressive	dictatorial	regime	known	for	its	corruption	and	abuse	of	human	rights	(Snaith,	2018;	Harding	and	Barr,	2017).	The	discomfort	also	came	from	the	fact	that	British	Petroleum	(BP),	which	leads	a	consortium	of	organisations	exploiting	the	Caspian	oil	fields,	has,	along	with	European	powers,	a	special	interest	in	propping	up	the	regime	that	it	views	as	a	backstop	in	troubled	times.	According	to	Hughes	and	Marriott	(2015)	from	Platform,	the	CEO	of	BP	himself	claimed	that	the	Deepwater	Horizon	disaster	brought	the	company	within	three	days	of	bankruptcy.	It	is	partly	thanks	to	its	partnership	with	the	Azeri	government	that	the	company	managed	to	reassure	its	investors.	It	is	after	investigating	this	web	of	relations	in	the	context	of	a	small	discussion	group	set	up	by	Ackroyd	&	Harvey	and	hosted	at	Independent	Dance	in	Elephant	and	Castle	(Pinder,	2017c),	that	Ackroyd	&	Harvey	decided	to	drop	their	association	with	the	exhibition.	Works	
	 234	that	were	part	of	Here	Today…	(2014)	went	on	to	form	the	basis	for	Vita	Vitale	(2015),	one	of	the	two	exhibitions	of	the	Azerbaijani	pavilion	at	the	2015	Venice	Biennale.	However,	Ackroyd	&	Harvey’s	work,	Living	Skin,	did	not	go	on	to	the	Venice	Biennale,	despite	the	artists	having	been	invited	to	take	part.	Instead,	they	went	on	to	create	a	work,	Pelt	(After	Living	Skin),	as	a	response	to	those	events.	I	will	also	discuss	this	work	more	briefly	at	the	end	of	the	chapter	as	a	means	of	providing	more	evidence	for	the	question	Q.3a.				This	case	is	particularly	interesting	for	a	number	of	reasons.	In	the	previous	chapter	as	well	as	in	chapter	2,	I	discussed	the	ethics	and	politics	of	funding	in	relation	to	cases	(BP	and	Tate)	about	which	a	certain	kind	of	consensus	has	formed	among	politically	conscious	cultural	workers.	While	a	number	of	artists	and	key	stakeholders	may	hold	the	opposite	view,	artistic	communities	view	BP	sponsorship	or	sponsorship	from	arms	companies	as	problematic.	Another	recent	funding-related	controversy	testifies	to	this.	BAE	Systems,	one	of	the	largest	arms	firms	in	the	world,	had	to	withdraw	as	partners	from	The	Great	Exhibition	of	the	North	after	artists	protested	against	the	partnership	(Perraudin,	2018).	While	the	government	minister	for	the	Northern	Powerhouse	branded	the	protesting	artists	‘snowflakes’	and	‘subsidy	addicted’	(Perraudin,	2018,	no	pagination),	the	protests	indicated	a	certain	level	of	consciousness	about	these	issues	among	cultural	workers	and	artists.	The	case	that	I	discuss	in	this	chapter	shares	a	number	of	characteristics	with	those	more	well-known	cases,	while	also	being	more	complex.	The	added	complexity	derives	partly	from	the	fact	that	the	exhibition	was	commissioned	by	a	non-governmental	organisation	to	muster	support	for	a	pressing	environmental	cause	that	all	the	participating	artists	and	curators	were	committed	to.	It	also	derives	from	the	fact	that	the	web	of	relations	and	
	 235	associations	that	Ackroyd	&	Harvey	felt	uncomfortable	about	is,	in	appearance	at	least,	thicker	than	in	the	other	cases	mentioned	here.	While	helping	me	to	garner	additional	evidence	relating	to	the	affirmative	and	negatively	autonomous	status	of	art,	this	last	case	will	also	provide	the	opportunity	to	extend	the	analysis	beyond	the	walls	of	the	museum	and	gallery	in	order	to	include	the	discussion	of	a	transnational	exhibition,	which	ended	up	forming	the	basis	of	a	Venice	Biennale	pavilion	exhibition.	The	analysis	of	Ackroyd	and	Harvey’s	work	will	also	pick	up	where	the	last	chapter	left	off.	Living	Skin	(2014),	made	for	the	celebration	of	the	creation	of	the	IUCN	list	as	well	as	20	years	of	collaboration	between	the	artists,	is	photographic.	Pelt	(After	Living	Skin)	(2015),	which	will	also	give	me	the	opportunity	to	return	to	the	question	of	the	contemporaneity	of	the	non-contemporaneous	and	theatricality,	is	as	well.		While	questions	of	urbanity	will	not	be	absent	from	the	analysis,	it	is	questions	of	conservation,	cultural	and	natural	heritage,	as	well	as	tourism,	which	also	conform	according	to	Yúdice	(2003)	to	the	logics	of	culture-as-resource,	which	will	bear	on	the	discussion	of	private	investment	and	of	the	affirmative	character	of	art.	Art,	conservation	and	heritage	will	also	be	shown	to	be	attractive	to	sponsors	in	need	of	legitimacy	in	a	way	that	parallels	how	regenerated	architectural	iconics	and	symbols	of	creativity	become	so.	The	analysis	will	also	address	how	art,	conservation	and	heritage	is	also	a	key	area	of	economic	activity,	which	goes	beyond	a	question	of	accrual	of	symbolic	capital	for	sponsors.	It	should	also	be	noted	that,	as	in	the	last	chapter,	resilience	discourses	in	policy	will	not	form	an	important	part	of	this	chapter,	although	I	learned	about	this	case	during	the	TTMR	event	at	which	Ackroyd	&	Harvey	made	a	presentation.	However,	as	in	Cruzvillegas’	Empty	Lot,	ideas	of	resilience	and	sustainability	will	be	encountered	as	conceptual	materials	of	Ackroyd	&	Harvey’s	work,	conceived	as	an	ode	to	the	
	 236	resilience	of	the	endangered	tiger	as	well	as	in	the	wider	exhibition,	which	was	dedicated	to	issues	of	conservation	and	sustainability.		Before	I	finish	this	introduction,	it	is	worth	mentioning	that,	on	account	of	the	high	levels	of	personal	investment	of	the	curators	and	artists,	the	event	caused	some	sorrow	and	unease.	This	also	makes	writing	about	this	case	more	difficult.	I	have	studied	this	case	by	using	online	documentation	and	catalogues	generously	provided	to	me	by	the	curators,	as	well	as	through	interviews	and	conversations	with	three	artists	(including	Ackroyd	&	Harvey)	and	the	curators.	Unlike	the	other	chapters,	I	will	be	more	frequently	referencing	some	of	the	interviews.	Finally,	in	this	chapter,	a	discussion	of	relations	of	production	and	context,	more	generally,	dominates.	In	this	sense,	it	returns	to	a	mode	of	inquiry	that	characterised	the	second	chapter.	This	decision	was	made	on	account	of	what	I	perceived	to	be	the	more	complex	and	contradictory	character	of	the	case.	After	giving	an	overview	of	the	work	of	the	artists	and	curators,	including	the	original	commission,	which	formed	the	basis	of	the	work	that	Ackroyd	&	Harvey	presented	during	Here	Today…	(2014).	I	discuss	the	exhibition	as	well	as,	more	briefly,	Vita	Vitale	(2015).	In	the	second	part,	I	discuss	the	issues	that	arose	in	relation	to	the	funding	as	well	as	the	relation	of	the	funders	to	the	art	and	the	implication	of	this	relation	for	the	art.	Finally,	the	analysis	finishes	with	a	third,	briefer	part	that	functions	as	an	epilogue	to	the	chapter	in	which	I	will	give	a	briefer	account	of	Ackroyd	&	Harvey’s	artistic	response	to	the	event.		
5.2 	Artists,	curators,	commissioners	and	supporters	
5.2.1	Ackroyd	&	Harvey	Ackroyd	&	Harvey	started	collaborating	in	the	early	nineties	(Pinder,	2017c).	Previous	to	that,	Heather	Ackroyd	worked	closely	as	a	performer	with	a	number	of	
	 237	performance	companies	and	practitioners,	including	Leeds-based	Impact	Theatre	Co-operative,	The	People	Show	and	Gary	Stevens.	She	continued	collaborating	with	Graeme	Miller	who	was	a	founding	member	of	Impact	Theatre	(Ackroyd	and	Harvey,	2017).	Dan	Harvey	was	always	more	closely	associated	to	the	world	of	fine	arts	in	which	he	trained.	He	nevertheless	worked	in	proximity	to	performance	processes	early	on	in	his	career	as	he	was	part	of	the	specialised	prop-making	and	visual	construction	team	on	a	number	of	Peter	Greenaway	film	productions	(Ackroyd	and	Harvey,	2017).	Early	on	in	their	partnership,	the	duo	made	a	lot	of	time-based	work	using	grass,	which,	both	artists	state	in	an	interview,	was	a	material	they	were	both	interested	in	prior	to	collaborating	together	(Barnes,	2001).	Early	commissions	and	solo	projects	included	the	Grass	House	(1991),	commissioned	by	Time	Based	Arts	based	in	Hull.	Video	documentation	of	the	piece	shows	the	artists	smearing	the	walls	and	features	of	an	abandoned	house	on	Westbourne	Avenue	with	clay	and	seedlings.	With	time	the	façade	turns	into	a	lush	green	surface,	which	momentarily	regenerated	the	derelict	building	(Time	Based	Arts,	2008).	According	to	the	artists,	early	experiments	with	growing	indoor	and	outdoor	grass	environments	led	to	a	serendipitous	realisation	that	grass	had	incredibly	rich	photographic	potential	on	account	of	its	organic	power	of	photosynthesis	(Barnes,	2001).	One	of	their	first	collaborations	experimenting	with	grass	and	photosynthesis	was	a	project	titled	Grass	Coats	(1991),	made	for	the	Lynx	anti-fur	campaign.	The	tiger	stripe	effect	typical	of	fur	coats	was	rendered	through	a	controlled	production	of	chlorophyll	that	denied	light	to	certain	areas	of	the	grass	(Pinder,	2017b).	The	other	early	work	worth	mentioning	is	Living	Skins	(1992),	which	was	presented	at	the	Serpentine	Gallery	as	part	of	a	live	art	festival.	The	commission	consisted	of	a	number	of	pieces,	including	interiors	walls,	floors	and	objects	sewn	
	 238	with	grass.	Images	of	animals	(a	snake	and	a	tiger)	were	also	projected	onto	the	growing	seedlings	and	fixed	onto	the	grass	for	the	duration	of	the	festival,	following	a	similar	process	to	the	grass	coats.	The	time-based	works,	like	their	other	works,	played	with	the	ideas	of	life	and	death,	growth	and	decay,	creation	and	destruction.	The	works	only	lasted	the	duration	of	the	festival	as	the	materials	were	subject	to	natural	decay	and	moulding.	For	the	artists,	the	process	of	generating	images	through	the	control	of	the	organic	processes	of	photosynthesis	also	has	a	relation	to	photography’s	capacity	to	capture	a	lost	moment,	functioning	as	an	index	or	trace	of	time.	Heather	Ackroyd	says:		Something	that	I	find	very	interesting	is	this	notion	of	a	stolen	moment	in	the	photograph.	We	are	bringing	that	moment	back	to	life	in	the	grass	with	a	kind	of	bio-chemical	conjuring.	The	image	slowly	becomes	manifest,	but	its	only	through	the	action	of	life	that	we	can	resurrect	that	lost	moment.	But	then	it	will	only	be	in	that	state	for	a	short	while	(Barnes,	2001,	p.71).		The	status	of	transience	and	time	in	their	work	changed	when	during	the	mid-nineties,	the	artists	working	in	collaboration	with	scientists	developed	a	strain	of	‘staygreen’	grass	capable	of	fixing	images	and	hold	contrasts	more	durably	(Antonini	et	al.,	2015).	This	discovery	led	the	artists	to	work	with	large-scale	grass	photography	and	portraiture	which	they	have,	like	their	architectural	work	with	grass,	become	famous	for.	The	artists	have,	since	the	invention	of	the	‘staygreen’	grass,	also	revived	and	regrown	Living	Skin	(2002)	for	the	exhibition	Traits	of	Life	(2002)	that	took	place	at	the	Exploratorium,	a	science	museum	in	San	Francisco	(Exploratorium,	no	date).	
	 239	The	projects	and	works	made	by	Ackroyd	&	Harvey	are	too	numerous	to	mention	or	review	in	any	kind	of	significant	detail.	However,	it	is	worth	mentioning	that	they	continued	to	work	on	medium-	to	large-scale	grass-based	architectural	projects,	which	included	covering	the	National	Theatre’s	fly	tower	in	grass	in	2007	(Gill,	2014).	Their	architectural	work	overlaps	with	the	Beuys-inspired	practice	of	social	sculpture	mentioned	in	chapter	3.	They	referenced	Beuys	directly	in	their	Beuys’	Acorns	(2007),	an	ode	to	Beuys’	seminal	7000	Oaks	(1982)	for	which	the	artists	gathered	300	acorns	from	the	trees	planted	by	Beuys	in	Kassel	in	Germany	during	the	art	fair	Documenta	in	order	to	grow	a	new	generation	of	living,	slow-growing	sculptures.	They	also	continued	to	work	at	the	frontiers	between	art	and	natural	and	climate	sciences,	working	with	a	range	of	institutions,	including	UCL	and	Cambridge	(Ackroyd	and	Harvey,	2017).	The	artists	also	filmed	The	Ecocide	Trial	(2012),	a	mock	trial	about	an	environmental	disaster	staged	as	if	London’s	Supreme	Court	had	already	adopted	the	crime	of	ecocide	as	the	fifth	crime	against	peace	(Dan	Harvey,	2018).	Finally,	the	artists	have	also	been	involved	in	the	environmental	campaign	to	save	Leith	Hill,	close	to	their	home	in	Surrey,	from	drilling	by	Europa	Oil	(Pinder,	2017b).	However	brief	this	presentation	of	Ackroyd	&	Harvey’s	work	may	be,	the	Beuys	connection	as	well	as	the	cross-disciplinary	and	cross-medium	character	of	their	work,	more	generally,	suggests	that	their	art	can	be	situated	within	the	lineage	of	art	that	I	have	foregrounded	throughout	the	two	preceding	chapters	of	this	thesis.	The	next	section	looks	at	the	work	of	Artwise,	the	curators	of	the	exhibitions.				
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5.2.2	Artwise	The	collective,	set	up	in	1996	by	Susie	Allen,	works	with	a	range	of	clients,	including	corporates,	charities	and	private	collectors	for	whom	the	collective	work	as	consultants	but	also	as	curators	for	bespoke	projects	(Artwise,	2018).	Artwise	were	selected	to	curate	Here	Today…	(2014)	on	account	of	their	past	work	with	the	World	Wildlife	Fund	for	Nature	(WWF).	They	organised	two	exhibitions	and	events	titled	WWF	Pandamonium	(2012,	2009),	which	aimed	to	support	the	work	of	the	charity	and	spread	awareness	about	how	climate	change	affects	life	and	endangered	species.	According	to	the	website,	the	first	Pandamonium	(2009)	invited	artists,	including	Peter	Blake,	Tracey	Emin,	and	Rachel	Whitehead	to	create	works	out	of	old	panda	(money)	collection	boxes,	which	were	then	auctioned	(Artwise,	2018).	For	Pandamonium	2	(2012),	artists	including	Zaha	Hadid	and	Richard	Wilson	were	invited	to	make	performative	wearable	sculptures	that	highlighted	different	environmental	concerns.	The	sculptures	were	showcased	at	an	open-air	event	hosted	by	Grayson	Perry	in	Hyde	Park	in	May	2012	(Artwise,	2018).	The	curatorial	collective’s	work	about	environmental	and	conservation	extends	beyond	charity.	They	most	recently	curated	a	show	titled	Watershed	(2015)	that	brought	together	15	artists	at	the	Hall	Place	&	Gardens	in	Bexley	to	explore	water	as	a	resource.	The	artist	Laura	Ellen	Bacon	was	the	first	artist	in	residence	in	the	summer	of	that	year.	Artwise’s	public	facing	engagement	extends	to	its	collaborations	with	more	corporate	clients,	offering	their	curatorial	services	to	enhance	marketing	and	communication	campaigns.	This	approach	is	clearly	visible	in	the	case	of	the	WWF	exhibitions,	which	used	culture	as	a	resource	to	drum	up	support	for	the	WWF.	However,	a	similar	rationale	guided	their	project	Fiat	500	Collectors	Car	(2007).	The	collective	was	commissioned	by	the	strategic	development	and	media	firm	
	 241	Beat	Capital	to	devise	an	art	project	for	the	preview	of	the	new	Fiat	500	and	the	celebration	of	the	model’s	50th	anniversary,	which	according	to	the	website,	also	positioned	‘the	Italian	brand	in	the	UK	as	an	iconic	and	influential	player	within	the	world	of	art	and	design’	(Artwise,	2018,	no	pagination).	Emin	customised	a	fleet	of	cars	with	vinyl	drawings.	The	cars	were	then	used	as	pop-up,	nomadic	exhibitions	to	carry	artists,	collectors	and	VIP	guests	to	parties,	openings,	art	fairs	and	auctions	that	took	place	during	the	Frieze	Art	Fair.	According	to	the	website,	one	of	the	four	vehicles	was	auctioned	through	the	auction	house	Phillips	de	Pury,	raising	£200,000	for	PEAS,	a	charity	that	promotes	equality	in	African	schools	(Artwise,	2018).	The	collective	has	also	worked	as	curators	for	a	range	of	corporate	clients,	including	British	Airways	(BA)	and	Mercedes-Benz,	organising	corporate	exhibitions	and	building	corporate	collections.	The	blurb	on	the	website	giving	details	of	their	collaboration	with	BA	states	the	following:		 Back	in	1996	BA	recognized	the	potential	that	art	could	play	in	its	re-branding:	increasing	brand	awareness	and	creating	a	new	contemporary	(and	British)	image	for	the	company.	Artwise’s	aim	for	BA	was	to	establish	a	series	of	long-term	strategies	and	a	programme	of	diverse	artist-led	initiatives	incorporating	the	company’s	goals	that	would	include	both	customers	and	staff.	It	needed	to	reflect	the	world-class	status	of	the	company	and	to	demonstrate	its	innovation	and	leadership	within	the	industry,	through	its	art	(Artwise,	2018,	no	pagination).		This	description	fits	the	rationale	discussed	at	different	points	in	this	thesis,	which	sees	art	as	a	means	to	enhance	the	work	environment	or	corporate	premises	as	well	as	to	promote	corporate	brands	and	images.	Cultural	goods,	as	DiMaggio	
	 242	suggests,	‘are	consumed	for	what	they	say	about	their	consumers	to	themselves	and	to	others’,	which	include	the	customers	of	BA,	their	staff	as	well	as	their	leadership	(1991,	p.133).	For	Mercedes-Benz,	the	artist	Paul	Veroude	was	commissioned	to	create	an	installation	that	featured	one	of	Michael	Schumacher’s	Formula	1	vehicles	deconstructed	and	hung	mid-air	on	a	series	of	wires.	It	gave	the	guests	visiting	the	brand	experience	centre	of	the	Mercedes-Benz	World	exhibition	an	insight	into	Formula	1’s	industry	secrets	and	helped	the	company	to	weave	a	unique	narrative	about	its	brand	and	processes	(Artwise,	2018).	Finally,	Artwise	have	also	curated	exhibitions	hosted	at	Lloyd’s	of	London	with	a	‘community’	programme	funded	by	Arts	&	Business.	The	exhibition,	which	coincided	with	the	200-year	commemoration	of	the	Battle	of	Trafalgar,	showcased	a	range	of	artefacts	associated	with	Lord	Nelson	and	part	of	the	Lloyd’s	of	London	collection	(Artwise,	2018).	At	the	launch	of	the	exhibition,	a	piece	by	American	composer	David	Lang	was	premiered.	The	composer	teamed	up	with	Peter	Greenaway	and	the	London	Sinfonietta	in	an	audio-visual	performance	inspired	by	Nelson’s	‘tradition	of	innovation,	risk-taking	and	the	sea’	(Artwise,	2018).	This	mix	of	heritage	and	cutting-edge	artistic	experimentation	by	world-renowned	international	artists	appears	to	mix	the	ethos	of	the	corporate	museum,	the	function	of	which	is	to	display	objects	that	in	some	way	recount	the	history	or	interests	of	the	company,	with	a	more	recent	model	of	corporate	exhibitions,	which	emerged	in	the	1980s	and	1990s.	According	to	Wu	(2002),	these	may	be	less	directly	linked	to	the	history	of	the	company	in	question,	and	instead	appear	to	be	more	strictly	concerned	with	presenting	aesthetic	objects	and	experiences	in	order	to	present	the	company	as	a	legitimate	and	enlightened	patron	of	the	arts.	Artwise’s	history	and	work,	like	those	of	Ackroyd	&	Harvey,	are	too	long	and	diverse	to	do	full	justice	to	their	breadth	in	this	brief	overview.	Nonetheless,	some	
	 243	of	the	characteristics	that	I	have	presented	here	will	also	be	present	in	the	projects	that	I	discuss	in	this	chapter,	the	first	of	which	(Here	Today…)	was	publicised	and	marketed	by	the	public	relations	company	Freud’s.	In	order	to	bring	this	first	part	to	a	close	I	turn	to	the	commissioners	and	sponsors	of	the	exhibition,	starting	with	the	IUCN.		
5.2.3	The	supporters	and	commissioners	My	presentation	of	the	IUCN	will	be	brief	as	I	am	less	concerned	with	their	work	in	this	discussion.	However,	presenting	the	organisation	will	also	help	to	establish	how	discourses	and	practices	of	sustainability	formed	a	component	of	the	project.	The	IUCN,	founded	in	1948,	is	apparently	the	world’s	oldest	and	largest	environmental	organisation.	Conservation	is	a	key	element	of	its	work	as	the	existence	of	the	Red	List	testifies	(Artwise	Curators,	2014).	According	to	the	IUCN,	the	Red	List	is	the	most	comprehensive	source	of	information	about	‘the	global	conservation	status	of	animal,	fungi	and	plant	species	and	their	links	to	livelihoods’	(Artwise	Curators,	2014,	p.11).	It	is	used	by	a	ranged	of	non-governmental	organisations	as	well	as	governmental	agencies,	policy-makers	and	planners	to	catalyse	conservational	action.	Despite	many	areas	of	life	and	species	being	comprehensively	assessed,	through	cultural	events	such	as	Here	Today…	(2014),	the	IUCN	was	also	aiming	to	use	culture	to	drum	up	more	support	and	investment	to	expand	the	work	of	assessment	and	its	taxonomic	coverage.		Leyla	Aliyev	offered	to	support	the	exhibition	via	International	Dialogue	for	Environmental	Action	(IDEA),	her	own	non-governmental	organisation	that	was,	according	to	the	curators,	the	main	funder	for	Here	Today…	(Pinder,	2017b).	IDEA	also	funded	elements	of	Vita	Vitale	(2015),	the	principal	funder	of	which	was	the	Heydar	Aliyev	Foundation,	a	philanthropic	foundation	set	up	in	honour	of	the	first	
	 244	president	of	Azerbaijan	and	headed	by	Leyla	Aliyev’s	mother,	the	First	Lady	of	Azerbaijan.	I	will	not	delve	into	the	detail	of	the	political	and	economic	ambivalences	that	have	become	tied	to	the	support	structures	at	this	point	as	this	will	be	an	issue	that	I	explore	in	the	course	of	the	second	part	of	the	chapter.	However,	it	is	worth	stating	that	despite	the	curators’	willingness	to	engage	with	the	question	of	funding	during	the	interview,	it	is	still	not	entirely	clear	to	me	how	the	exhibition	was	funded,	as	the	information	that	I	have	gathered	from	different	places	about	the	funding	structures	is	not	consistent.	In	the	catalogue	of	Here	
Today…	(2014),	all	the	above	organisations	are	credited	except	the	Heydar	Aliyev	Foundation.	However,	on	the	last	page	it	is	stated	that	the	exhibition	was	supported	by	Baku	magazine	only	(Artwise	Curators,	2014,	p.163).	What	organisational	support	means	is	never	specified.	By	contrast,	in	an	anniversary	report	celebrating	IDEA’s	five	years	of	existence,	the	Heydar	Aliyev	Foundation	is	also	mentioned	as	a	‘partner’	alongside	Baku	and	the	IUCN	(IDEA,	no	date,	p.74).	These	inconsistencies	might	only	be	mistakes	in	the	copy	or	information	circulated.	Nonetheless,	they	highlight,	like	in	the	case	of	Shibboleth	(2007)	and	Tate	discussed	in	the	previous	chapter,	a	certain	opacity	when	it	comes	to	money	and	its	exact	institutional	provenance.	Leyla	Aliyev,	the	eldest	daughter	of	the	president	of	Azerbaijan	and	granddaughter	of	Heydar	Aliyev,	is	the	head	of	IDEA,	editor-in-chief	of	Baku	and	vice-president	of	the	Heydar	Aliyev	Foundation,	the	foundation	set	up	by	her	family.	One	can,	therefore,	presume,	given	the	ties	of	the	three	organisations	to	Leyla	Aliyev	and	her	historical	support	for	the	IUCN,	that	she	and	her	family	effectively	financed,	via	their	own	projects	and	organisations,	the	exhibitions	in	which	Aliyev	also	exhibited	her	own	artistic	work	(Pinder,	2017b).	I	will	now	proceed	to	present	briefly	the	work	of	IDEA,	Baku	and	the	Heydar	Aliyev	Foundation.	
	 245	IDEA	was	launched	by	Aliyev	in	2011	with	the	aim	of	promoting	public	awareness	about	and	actively	leading	on	the	environmental	issues	in	Azerbaijan	and	globally.	In	this	sense,	IDEA	appears	to	be	a	vehicle	for	bringing	sustainability	discourses	and	campaigns	to	the	fore	in	Azerbaijan	through	educational	and	cultural	events,	which	in	turn	helps	to	put	Azerbaijan	on	the	map	with	regards	to	these	issues.	For	example,	in	2012,	it	held	an	essay	competition	that	invited	young	Azeris	to	send	their	messages	to	the	2012	Rio	de	Janeiro	conference	on	sustainable	development	as	part	of	a	wider	national	youth	engagement	programme	that	was	set	up	in	the	run-up	to	the	conference.	It	also	runs	other	regular	educational	events,	such	as	summer	schools,	lectures,	debates	and	international	camps	for	young	environmental	activists.	As	well	as	tree-planting	projects,	the	organisation	has	also	launched	a	campaign	in	collaboration	with	the	ministry	of	ecology	and	natural	resources	to	resettle	a	number	of	endangered	species,	including	the	goitered	gazelle.	An	art	exhibition	dedicated	to	endangered	species	was	also	organised	and	supported	by	IDEA,	among	a	number	of	other	artistic	events	and	festival	in	Azerbaijan	and	internationally	(IDEA,	no	date,	no	pagination).	Baku,	the	other	supporter	of	the	exhibition,	was	launched	in	2007	and	was	first	published	in	Moscow	in	order,	according	to	Hughes	and	Marriott	(2015),	to	enhance	Russian	and	Azeri	ties.	Since	2011,	it	has	also	been	published	in	London	by	the	same	company	that	publishes	Vogue	and	GQ.	The	magazine,	the	tagline	and	subtitle	of	which	are	‘the	online	magazine	about	everything’	and	‘ART.	CULTURE.	WILD’,	reflects	the	interests	of	its	editor-in-chief	(Condé	Nast,	2017,	no	pagination):	the	magazine	includes	features	and	articles	about	art,	fashion,	conservation,	and	luxury	products	among	other	things.	The	Heydar	Aliyev	Foundation	was	set	up	in	2004	in	honour	of	the	deceased	first	president	of	the	republic	of	Azerbaijan	and	the	father	of	the	current	president,	
	 246	Ilham	Aliyev.	The	organisation,	headed	by	Mehriban	Aliyev,	supports	a	range	of	cultural,	educational	and	health	projects.	The	Foundation	has	funded	the	construction	of	a	museum	of	modern	art	in	Baku	as	well	as	numerous	art	and	music	events,	including	showcases	of	Azeri	art	and	music	in	Moscow.	As	well	as	organising	numerous	international	conferences	with	international	organisations	such	as	UNESCO,	as	well	as	corporations	such	as	Intel	and	Microsoft,	the	Foundation	has	funded	a	number	of	projects	outside	of	Azerbaijan.	It	helped	finance	the	renovations	of	the	Louvre	museum	and	the	Palace	of	Versailles	in	France;	as	thanks,	the	first	lady	was	awarded	a	Legion	of	Honour	by	the	then	French	president	Sarkozy.	The	Foundation	also	funded	the	restoration	of	the	catacombs	in	the	Vatican	(Wikipedia,	2018f).		
5.3	Art,	extinction,	conservation	and	affirmative	culture	
5.3.1	The	exhibitions	
Here	Today…	(2014)	took	place	at	the	Old	Sorting	Office	in	Holborn,	which	has	now	been	renamed	and	converted	into	offices	by	Brockton	Capital	and	Oxford	Properties	(Oxford	properties,	no	date).	The	building,	which	has	been	advertised	as	a	‘post-industrial	building	of	epic	scale	and	volume	in	the	heart	of	creative	London’,	has	11	levels,	although	only	two	of	them	were	used	for	the	exhibition	(Pinder,	2017b).	According	to	the	curators,	the	space	was	chosen	for	a	number	of	reasons.	Although	nothing	could	be	hung	from	the	walls,	the	space,	situated	between	High	Holborn,	New	Oxford	Street	and	Museum	Street,	is	central	and	conveniently	located.	It	was	also	available	at	the	time	that	they	needed	it,	as	the	exhibition	coincided	with	a	ball	that	the	IUCN	was	hosting	for	its	members.	The	IUCN	wanted	to	give	attendees	the	opportunity	to	attend	the	exhibition	as	well	(Pinder,	2017b).	
	 247	Given	the	particular	nature	of	the	space,	the	exhibition	space	was	made	immersive	(attendees	walked	through	a	series	of	spaces	that	made	up	the	path	through	the	different	chapters)	through	a	theatrical	use	of	lighting,	designed	by	Tupac	Martir	of	Satore	Studios,	as	well	as	the	construction	of	enclosed	spaces	and	rooms	(Pinder,	2017b;	Artwise	Curators,	2014).	The	exhibition,	structured	around	eight	chapters,	is	too	vast	to	cover	comprehensively	in	this	chapter.	For	this	reason,	I	propose	to	concentrate	on	a	few	works	from	three	of	the	zones	including	the	opening,	the	second	chapter	(‘human	footprint’)	and	the	fifth	chapter	(‘hunted	species’),	which	featured	one	of	Ackroyd	&	Harvey’s	works	(Artwise	Curators,	2014,	p.7).	The	exhibition	opened	with	ten	silkscreen	prints	of	endangered	animals	made	by	Andy	Warhol	in	1983	(Artwise	Curators,	2014).	The	prints	were	hung	on	three	of	the	walls	of	the	first	exhibition	space.	To	the	right	of	this	deep	purple	space,	visitors	encountered	images	of	an	African	elephant,	a	giant	panda,	a	pine	barrens	tree	frog	and	a	Grevy’s	zebra	(Journal	of	Baku,	2013).	To	the	left	were	images	of	a	Siberian	tiger,	an	orangutan,	a	black	rhino,	and	a	silverspot	butterfly.	Straight	ahead,	on	each	side	of	the	door	frame	leading	into	the	next	space,	were	a	bighorn	ram	and	a	bald	eagle.	The	prints	were	commissioned	to	raise	awareness	about	endangered	species.	To	achieve	this,	Warhol	employed	his	signature	style	of	portraiture	more	famously	used	for	celebrities	and	glamorous	clients:	Each	animal	was	rendered	in	bright	and	vivid	colours	that	resulted,	according	to	the	catalogue,	in	an	ennobling	of	the	animals,	which	Warhol	referred	to	as	‘animals	with	make-up’	(Artwise	Curators,	2014,	p.22).	The	curators	commissioned	Gavin	Turk	–	one	of	seven	or	eight	artists	to	have	been	commissioned	(Pinder,	2017b)	–	to	respond	to	the	prints,	which	he	did	by	creating	Pandy	Warhol	(2014),	consisting	of	strips	of	wallpaper	appropriating	the	
	 248	Warhol	pop	art	motif	that	highlighted	the	plight	of	the	panda	and	also	functioned	as	an	ode	to	the	dead	artist.	The	wallpaper	that	made	up	the	second	space	of	the	exhibition	and	opened	onto	the	rest	of	the	exhibition	captures	how	the	idea	of	immersiveness	supported	the	environmental	concerns	and	themes	of	the	exhibition.	The	use	of	wallpaper	provided	a	way	of	pointing	to	the	interdependencies	of	human	and	non-human	habitats,	the	domestic	and	the	‘wild’,	culture	and	nature,	while	playfully	bringing	to	the	fore	the	plight	of	the	panda	through	the	language	of	pop	art	and	celebrity	culture,	which	underlines	the	discrepancy	between	the	cultural	and	symbolic	value	that	we	attribute	to	the	animal	and	its	actual	historical	conditions	of	existence.	Turk’s	commission	also	provided	a	way	of	gesturing	to	intergenerational	awareness-raising	and	solidarity	with	the	IUCN	cause	among	artists	as	well	as	to	the	change	and	continuity	in	the	status	of	the	endangered	species	originally	represented	by	Warhol	(Pinder,	2017b).	Attendees	could	also	find	another	work	at	the	centre	of	Turk’s	space,	originally	commissioned	for	WWF	Pandamonium	(2009).	Between	a	Rock	&	a	Hard	
Place	(2008)	is	a	rock	made	out	of	painted	resin	with	the	artist’s	signature	on	it.	The	signature	and	stone	function	as	an	allusion	to	a	tombstone	and	the	death	of	a	species	(Artwise	Curators,	2014).	Yet,	the	work	appears	to	underline	how	art	can	act	as	a	keystone	in	the	protection	of	the	panda,	otherwise	threatened	by	human	civilisation.	Chapter	2	of	the	exhibition	was	dedicated	the	human	footprint	on	the	environment,	which	formed	the	basis	of	the	theme	of	the	Vita	Vitale	(2015)	exhibition.	Ten	artists	contributed	works	to	this	zone,	which	visitors	would	have	walked	into	immediately	upon	exiting	Turk’s	open	space.	I	would	like	to	mention	and	contrast	only	two	of	the	works	that	visitors	will	have	found	to	their	left.	The	first	work	was	a	series	of	three	photographs	made	by	the	artist	Chris	Jordan;	these	
	 249	were	part	of	a	larger	series	called	Midway:	Message	from	the	Gyre	(2009).	The	photographs	were	taken	on	the	remote	island	of	Midway	Atoll	situated	in	the	middle	of	the	Pacific,	north-west	of	Hawaii.	The	island	is	not	home	to	humans	but	to	a	million	albatrosses.	Adult	albatrosses	mistake	plastic	trash	floating	on	the	sea	for	food	and	feed	it	to	their	young,	slowly	killing	them	in	the	process.	The	photographs	document	this	occurrence	by	showing	a	corpse	of	a	bird	at	different	stages	of	decomposition.	The	less	there	is	left	of	the	bird,	the	more	the	plastic	that	was	lodged	inside	the	bird	reveals	itself.	In	a	similar	way	to	Mendel’s	photographs	discussed	in	the	previous	chapter,	the	emotionally	charged	documents	bear	witness	to	an	intolerable	historical	reality	while	also	summoning	the	spectator	as	witness	to	this	destruction,	which	the	spectator	partakes	in	by	simply	living	in	a	culture	dominated	by	plastic	and	oil	(Artwise	Curators,	2014).	Mike	Perry’s	work	Mor	Plastig	(2014)	could	not	be	more	different,	despite	being	concerned	with	a	similar	subject.	The	work	consists	of	a	series	of	ten	photographs	of	flip-flops	in	various	states	of	decomposition	and	mutation,	which	he	found	on	different	beaches	around	the	world.	The	1:1	scale,	high-resolution	photos	were	taken	in	Perry’s	studio	using	a	very	neutral	light,	which	produces	an	objective	quality	to	the	image,	as	if	he	were	documenting	the	remains	of	a	fallen	civilisation	(Perry,	2018;	Pinder,	2017c).	The	seriality,	objectivity	and	minimalism	of	the	photos	appear	to	do	away	with	any	sense	of	expression	and	aestheticism,	refracting	instead	the	commodified	form	of	objects	that	have	travelled	the	world	through	the	sea.	However,	the	erosion	of	the	plastic	flip-flops,	the	incrustation	of	shells,	and	the	discoloration	and	formation	of	new	colours,	shapes	and	lines	on	their	surface	give	the	flip-flops	an	eerie	expressivity,	which	reveals	nature	to	be	the	ultimate	designer	of	singular	specimens	of	art	(Perry,	2018).	
	 250	After	the	first	chapter,	visitors	made	their	way	through	a	zone	titled	‘Plants	&	Trees	–	Birds	&	Bees’	(Artwise	Curators,	2014,	p.57),	which	opened	with	Leyla	Aliyev’s	own	work	titled	Life	as	well	as	another	zone	titled	‘Climate	Change	&	Loss	of	Natural	Habitat’	(Artwise	Curators,	2014,	p.59,	p.73).	At	the	centre	of	this	last	zone,	visitors	encountered	a	scattered	group	of	penguin	sculptures	made	by	Laura	Ford;	these	resembled	people	dressed	as	lost	penguins	in	search	of	a	new	floe	(Journal	of	Baku,	2013).	Ackroyd	&	Harvey’s	work	that	I	will	discuss	was	part	of	the	fifth	zone,	which	was	dedicated	to	hunted	species.	Living	Skin	(2014)	was	a	recreation	of	the	original	Living	Skins	(1992),	previously	discussed.	This	iteration	was	made	using	Staygreen	seedlings.	The	work	consists	of	a	four-metre	long,	taut	tiger	hide	made	out	of	stencilled,	green	grass	grown	hydroponically	on	a	hessian	skin.	Through	a	process	of	photosynthesis	and	by	controlling	light	exposure	through	the	use	of	stencils,	the	artists	imprinted	stripes	of	different	shades	onto	the	green	grass.	Once	the	process	of	photosynthesis	had	taken	place,	the	skin	pattern	was	maintained	by	low	exposure	to	light.	This	process	resulted	in	the	creation	of	a	lush	living	skin	stretched	over	and	held	by	wooden	beams	rigged	to	the	floor.	Producing	a	new	iteration	of	the	work	was	a	way	of	highlighting	the	plight	of	the	Siberian	tigers	and	their	resilience	as	well	as	an	occasion	for	the	artists	to	celebrate	two	decades	of	collaborating	together.	This	gesture	also	befitted	an	exhibition	concerned	with	sustainability,	intergenerational	awareness-raising	and	solidarity	with	the	IUCN	cause	(Pinder,	2017b,	2017c;	Nik	Sire	Films,	2014).	The	presentation	of	Here	Today…	(2014)	stops	here,	although	I	will	return	to	Ackroyd	&	Harvey’s	work	at	the	end	of	this	chapter.	I	will	give	now	a	very	brief	overview	of	Vita	Vitale	(2015).	The	curatorial	collective	used	Here	Today…	(2014)	as	a	basis	for	Vita	Vitale.	A	number	of	works	from	the	London	exhibition	went	to	
	 251	Venice,	including	the	work	of	Khalil	Chishtee;	Gordon	Cheung;	Laura	Ford;	Chris	Jordan,	Rebecca	Clark	and	Helena	Eitel;	Julian	Perry;	Mike	Perry;	and	Diana	Thater	(Heydar	Aliyev	Foundation,	2015).	According	to	the	curators,	the	main	funder	for	the	second	exhibition	was	the	Heydar	Aliyev	Foundation,	while	IDEA	supported	the	IDEA	Laboratory	curated	by	Professor	Rachel	Armstrong	(Pinder,	2017b).	The	laboratory	testifies	to	the	seriousness	of	the	engagement	with	issue	of	climate	change.	Armstrong	states	that	it	aimed	to	begin	to	imagine	‘a	radical	new	synthesis	with	the	natural	realm’	through	a	dialogue	between	art	and	science	(Heydar	Aliyev	Foundation,	2015,	p.117).	For	instance,	the	laboratory	featured	photosynthetic	technologies	made	of	silk	protein	and	chloroplasts,	which	were	combined	for	the	occasion	with	shape-memory	metals	that	respond	to	changes	in	the	environment	and	which	served	to	protect	(shade)	the	lab,	while	producing	oxygen	at	the	same	time	(Heydar	Aliyev	Foundation,	2015).	In	a	different	register,	Mike	Perry	presented	specimens	of	plastiglomerates,	which	he	collected	along	various	coasts.	The	conglomerates	of	plastics	that	take	the	appearance	of	coal	have	in	fact	been	eroded	and	shaped	into	existence	by	the	sea.	The	architect	Azusa	Murakami	and	the	artist	Alexander	Grove	also	presented	beach	chairs	made	out	of	plastics	collected	on	beaches,	which	were	moulded	into	shape	by	a	device	that	uses	the	magnified	rays	of	the	sun	(Heydar	Aliyev	Foundation,	2015).	I	acknowledge	that	the	work	presented	during	Vita	Vitale	(2015)	deserves	a	more	thorough	discussion.	However,	I	am	less	interested	in	discussing	the	actual	works	than	in	formally	establishing	the	relation	between	the	two	exhibitions	for	a	discussion	of	artwork’s	autonomy.	The	question	of	transnationalism	and	the	art	industry	is	arguably	already	visible	in	the	case	of	Here	Today…	(2014).	However,	the	relationship	between	both	exhibitions	enables	my	analysis	to	integrate	the	discussion	of	a	cultural	form	(the	exhibition)	that	embodies	(and	not	only	embeds)	
	 252	what	I	termed	in	the	preceding	chapter	‘spaces	of	flow’	(information,	people,	money)	while	also	allowing	me	to	connect	art	and	culture	to	the	question	of	heritage	and	tourism.	These	provide	the	social	conditions	of	possibility	for	establishing	art’s	autonomy	or	lack	of.	The	next	part	examines	in	more	detail	the	social	relations	underpinning	Here	Today…	(2014)	and	Vita	Vitale	(2015),	which	were	both	the	subject	of	controversy.		
5.3.2	The	Aliyevs,	art	and	conservation	Most	participants	did	not	feel	discomfort	about	the	nature	of	the	support	structure.	The	curators	reiterated	this	to	me	in	an	email:		 However,	the	consensus	from	(most	of)	the	artists	at	the	close	of	the	show	was	that	we	had	succeeded	in	putting	together	a	meaningful	exhibition	that	genuinely	raised	questions	about	the	environment,	the	state	of	our	planet	and	the	hand	that	we	as	humans	have	in	that.	The	IUCN	were	delighted	with	the	awareness	it	brought	to	their	organisation	and	cause.	We	found	Leyla	and	her	organisations	IDEA	and	Baku	Magazine	professional	and	good	to	work	with	as	were	Freuds	who	were	our	ongoing	point	of	contact	(Artwise	Curators,	2018).		While	I	have	no	reason	to	doubt	this,	it	is	still	interesting	to	delve	into	the	reasons	why	Ackroyd	&	Harvey	felt	uncomfortable	enough	about	the	discrepancy	between	the	aims	and	values	of	the	exhibition	and	the	reality	of	its	infrastructure	to	constitute	a	working	group	to	unpick	the	issue.	In	fact,	it	is	a	necessary	step	for	understanding	the	particular	set	of	issues	that	arose,	which	relate	directly	the	discussion	of	the	risks	and	dangers	linked	to	an	intensification	of	private	investment	in	the	arts	legitimated	by	resilience	agendas.				
	 253	Ackroyd	and	Harvey	began	to	feel	sometime	after	the	exhibition’s	opening	(Pinder,	2017b).	One	of	the	key	issues	that	arose	through	conversation	with	others	was	the	repressive	character	of	a	regime	headed	by	Leyla	Aliyev’s	father.	The	second,	related	issue,	just	as	important,	was	that	the	regime,	which	has	been	in	place	since	the	transition	of	post-Soviet	Azerbaijan,	is	directly	linked	to	the	exploitation	of	oil	resources	in	the	Caspian	Sea	in	which	multinational	corporations	such	as	BP	and	Amoco,	but	also	the	European	Union	and	the	United	Kingdom,	have	a	special	interest.	BP	has	been	the	key	partner	in	the	post-Soviet	development	of	the	Caspian	Oil	fields,	which	have	been	providing	Europe	with	oil	since	1994	(Marriott	and	Minio-Palluelo,	2012).	According	to	Hughes	and	Marriott	(2015),	European	public	money	has	been	invested	in	the	development	of	what	is	sometimes	known	as	the	Euro-Caspian	Mega	Pipeline,	which	will	run	from	Azerbaijan	through	Georgia,	Turkey,	Greece,	Albania	and	Italy.	The	$45	billion	project	is	also	set	to	be	extended	to	other	countries	in	Eastern	Europe,	the	Balkans	and	Austria.	According	to	Platform	members	(2015),	the	project	will	leave	a	4,000-kilometre-long	highly	protected	security	corridor	throughout	Europe,	which	will	cause	large-scale	population	displacements	as	well	as	destruction	of	human	and	non-human	habitats.	Crucially,	the	whole	project	also	goes	against	the	EU’s	current	commitments	to	reduce	carbon	emissions	by	80%	by	2050.	This	web	of	relations	brings	the	analysis	back	to	the	notion	of	the	carbon	web,	the	set	of	institutions	that	drive	‘forward	the	extraction,	transportation,	and	consumption	of	fossil	fuels’	(Marriott	and	Minio-Panuelo,	2012,	p.16).	The	web	includes	governments	and	governmental	departments,	industry	partners	of	all	kinds	including	universities,	and	a	range	of	financial	institutions,	as	well	as	what	Marriott	and	Minio-Panuelo	(2012,	p.179)	call	‘external	affairs’,	which	include	cultural	institutions	and	also	NGOs.	This	web	of	economic	and	political	ties	also	
	 254	feeds	the	personal	enrichment	of	elites	in	the	UK,	Europe	and	Azerbaijan.	According	to	the	Guardian,	the	Azeri	leadership	ran	a	$2.9	billion	scheme	to	bribe	European	politicians,	launder	money	through	a	network	of	British	companies	(on	account	of	the	UK’s	light	regulation)	and	buy	luxury	goods,	which	presumably	also	included	art	(Harding	and	Barr,	2017).	The	bribing	of	a	number	of	former	members	of	Council	of	Europe’s	parliamentary	assembly	(the	Council	of	Europe	is	an	international	organisation	dedicated	the	defense	of	human	rights)	came	at	a	time	when	the	country	was	coming	under	fire	for	its	repression	of	human	rights	activists.	This	exercise	in	‘caviar	diplomacy’	resulted	in	the	Council	of	Europe’s	parliament	voting	against	a	report	that	was	critical	of	the	country	(Harding	and	Barr,	2017,	no	pagination).	Close	to	half	a	million	euros	were	also	paid	out	for	what	was	allegedly	private	consulting	to	a	board	member	of	the	European	Bank	for	Reconstruction	and	Development,	which	is	helping	to	finance	the	Euro-Caspian	Mega	Pipeline	(Harding	and	Barr,	2017).	This	individual,	who	denies	all	accusations	of	corruption,	happens	to	be	the	husband	of	the	director-general	of	UNESCO,	who	bestowed	on	the	first	lady	of	Azerbaijan	UNESCO’s	highest	medal	of	honour.	He	also	inaugurated	an	exhibition	on	Azerbaijan	and	religious	tolerance	at	UNESCO’s	headquarters,	which	was	funded	by	the	Heydar	Aliyev	Foundation	(Harding	and	Barr,	2017).	Added	to	all	of	this	is	the	personal	wealth	that	the	Aliyevs	have	accrued	by	siphoning	off	Azeri	oil	wealth	to	off-shore	accounts,	via	the	UK,	and/or	investing	them	in	all	sorts	of	assets,	including	bonds,	equities	and	property	(Hughes	and	Marriott,	2015)	I	imagine	that	these	are	some	of	the	issues	discussed	during	the	artist	working	group	Ackroyd	&	Harvey	set	up	at	Independent	Dance	in	Elephant	&	Castle	(Pinder,	2017c).	These	issues	rejoin	the	problems	I	have	been	discussing	in	the	earlier	part	of	this	thesis,	including	the	dual	character	–	infrastructural	
	 255	(economic/ecological)	and	superstructural	(political	and	ideological)	–	of	violence	that	characterise	our	transnational	context.	But	these	issues	and	realities	were	made	all	the	more	acute	given	the	subject	of	the	exhibition.	While	these	issues	are	perhaps	not	unfamiliar	from	the	discussions	in	the	preceding	chapters,	the	layered	character	of	the	situation	and	set	of	relations	warrant	further	analysis.	I	will	do	so	by	revisiting	arguments	that	I	developed	previously	relating	to	the	accrual	of	socio-symbolic	capital	of	elites,	but	also	by	deepening	an	engagement	with	how	economies	of	art,	conservation	and	heritage	reproduce	this	web	of	power.		As	already	suggested,	it	is	possible	to	posit	artistic	events	and	institutions	as	well	as	NGOs	as	forming	part	of	the	carbon	web.	The	actors	of	these	institutions	may	not	think	themselves	as	drivers	of	crude	extraction	or	climate	change.	However,	they	become,	wittingly	or	not,	part	of	it	through	relations	of	sponsorship	that	allow	the	sponsors	and	related	parties	to	use	culture	as	a	resource	to	accrue	social	and	symbolic	capital.	What	differs	markedly	in	this	case,	as	opposed	to	the	previous	chapter,	is	the	direct	political	dimension.	While	Leyla	Aliyev	is	not	the	president	of	Azerbaijan,	her	political,	organisational	and	familial	ties	effectively	make	an	event	such	as	Here	Today…	(2014)	into	an	exercise	of	soft	diplomacy,	which	helps	to	uphold	the	regime’s	image,	reputation	and	standing	in	the	world,	regardless	of	her	personal	affinity	with	the	environmental	cause.	Such	exercises	are	performed	by	all	countries	through	governmental	and	semi-	or	non-governmental	agencies.	In	the	UK,	the	British	Council,	whose	mission	is,	in	part,	to	promote	British	culture	abroad	is	a	good	example	of	this.	For	the	Azeri	government,	a	number	of	such	bodies	exist	that	aim	to	build	political	alliances	and	relations	through	culture.	These	include	the	Heydar	Aliyev	Foundation	and	Baku	magazine.	As	Hughes	and	Marriott	(2015)	have	shown,	one-off	events	and	
	 256	spectaculars	such	as	the	Baku	Games	in	2015	or	art	exhibitions	such	as	Here	
Today…	(2014)	have	a	similar	function.	On	this	basis,	the	art	of	Here	Today…	(2014)	acquires	an	affirmative	status:	like	in	the	preceding	chapter,	the	art	is	autonomous	and	free	(it	is	even	cutting	edge,	as	the	exhibitions	and	laboratories	demonstrate),	yet	it	ends	up	playing	an	ambiguous	part	in	legitimising	economic	and	political	power,	despite	also	being	a	resource	in	environmental	awareness-raising.		Nature,	heritage	and	conservation	have	a	similar	status.	Sponsors	seek	an	association	with	these	as	they	stand	in	for	objects	and	quasi-persons	that	are	generally	thought	to	be	in	need	of	protection	from	commodification.	Such	an	association	has	the	virtue	of	making	their	patrons	appear	to	be	humanists	and	humanitarians	concerned	with	maintaining	the	boundaries	of	commodification,	while	partaking	quite	liberally	in	its	transgression	of	these	boundaries.34	Commodification	is	never	very	far.	One	only	has	to	take	a	look	at	the	various	initiatives	associated	with	Leyla	Aliyev,	Baku	magazine	being	perhaps	the	best	example.	The	magazine	is	replete	with	articles	and	features	about	cultural	and	sporting	events,	fashion	and	celebrities,	lifestyle	advice	and	advertisements	for	luxuries	aimed	at	the	super	rich.	The	magazine	also	includes	articles	about	environmental	conservation	(for	example,	sustainable	caviar	and	biodiversity)	and	Azeri	national	heritage	and	contemporary	art,	which	produce	narratives	of	national	authenticity	but	also	exclusivity.	Other	events	and	initiatives	mix	this	concern	for	luxury,	heritage,	culture	and	diplomacy	in	different	ways	and	measures.	Aliyev’s	artwork	and	paintings	have	
																																																								34	It	would	be	interesting	to	develop	the	theatrical	dimension	to	this	association	with	animals,	in	particular,	in	relation	to	questions	of	sovereignty	(Orozco,	2013).	
	 257	formed	the	basis	of	creations	by	Mayfair-based	fine	jeweller	Stephen	Webster,	the	results	of	which	formed	the	basis	of	an	exhibition	held	in	Baku.	Fly	to	Baku	(2012),	an	exhibition	about	Azeri	contemporary	art,	was	hosted	in	London	at	Philippe	De	Pury	&	Company	before	touring	different	European	cities,	including	Paris,	Berlin	and	Moscow.	It	was	curated	by	Herve	Mikaeloff,	who	works	as	an	adviser	to	and	curator	for	the	LVMH	(Louis	Vuitton)	group.	Employing	such	a	figure	to	curate	an	exhibition	that	was,	as	far	as	I	understand,	an	exercise	in	soft	diplomacy	points	once	again	to	a	certain	proximity	between	the	strategies	and	tactics	used	by	the	powerhouses	of	high-end	fashion	and	today’s	political	elites.	As	Wu	(2017)	suggests,	the	fashion	world’s	(Prada	and	Louis	Vuitton)	often	very	costly	integration	and	promotion	of	high	art	does	not	always	have	a	direct	financial	benefit.	However,	through	the	distinction	and	differentiation	(as	opposed	to	standardisation)	that	these	objects	bring,	the	reputation	and	standing	of	patrons	eager	to	keep	a	legitimate	place	among	the	global	elites	is,	in	effect,	enhanced.	Finally,	something	similar	is	at	work	in	the	biennale	exhibition,	which	is	amongst	other	things	a	channel	for	the	promotion	of	Azerbaijan	as	a	tourist	destination.	The	second	exhibition	of	the	pavilion,	Beyond	the	Line	(2015),	was	dedicated	to	the	art	of	historical	Azeri	avant-gardes	sidelined	during	the	repressive	Soviet	regime.	Past	political	art	was	for	the	occasion	reframed	as	national,	bourgeois	heritage,	producing,	in	the	process,	a	narrative	of	cultural	authenticity	as	well	as	most	probably	increasing	the	global	market	value	of	hitherto	less	well-known	artists.	Once	again,	this	affirmative	becoming	of	avant-garde	art	can	be	understood	from	the	point	of	view	of	the	collector	as	a	Bourdieusian	strategy	of	distinction.	Raising	the	price	of	the	works	may	have	been	one	of	its	effects,	although	I	have	not	conducted	research	to	try	to	verify	this.	More	fundamentally,	however,	Beyond	the	Line	(2015),	curated	in	collaboration	with	the	collector	and	
	 258	auctioneer	Simon	De	Pury,	expanded	the	history	of	art	by	putting	Azerbaijan	on	the	map	of	today’s	art	market.	The	combination	of	historical	art	with	a	distinctly	Azeri	flavour	and	an	exhibition	bringing	together	a	host	of	contemporary	artists	from	all	over	the	world	could	only	have	enhanced	Azerbaijan’s	claim	to	modernity,	perhaps	best	summarised	by	the	Heydar	Aliyev	Centre’s	(an	award-winning	exhibition	centre	in	Baku)	nationalist	motto,	‘To	the	Future	with	Values!’	(Heydar	Aliyev	Centre,	2018).	In	the	analysis	above,	I	have	re-presented	why	and	how	art,	heritage	and	conservation	become	socially	and	economically	attractive	to	sponsors	as	well	as	how	art,	heritage	and	conservation	play	a	reconciliating	and	legitimising	function	in	this	context.	While	many	of	the	artists	as	well	as	curators	may	think	that	their	duties	do	not	go	beyond	the	need	to	valorise	the	art	or	the	cause	they	are	supporting,	the	issues	explored	above	nevertheless	raise	a	number	of	quite	serious	questions,	which	also	appear	to	lead	my	analysis	beyond	questions	of	legitimation.	As	already	suggested	in	the	previous	paragraph,	the	cultural	complex	that	I	discuss	above	suggests	that	the	accrual	of	socio-symbolic	capital	through	sponsorship	is	also	linked	to	a	larger	economy	of	art	(for	example,	the	Venice	biennale),	conservation	and	tourism,	which	in	part	supports	the	creation	of	a	greener	world	while	also	constituting	a	strategy	for	the	diversification	of	economic	income	away	from	oil	and	gas	for	the	Azeri	government.	However,	it	is	also	apparent	that	these	economies	also	contribute	to	feeding	economies,	including	those	of	biennales,	whose	wider	impact	goes	directly	against	the	aims	of	the	IUCN.	In	this	sense,	the	contradiction	that	art	partakes	in	and	helps	to	sustain,	that	is,	smooth	over	and	exacerbate,	runs	deep	in	the	set	of	social	relations	discussed.	
	 259	The	next	section	continues	to	discuss	the	problems	raised	by	the	case	by	revisiting	some	of	the	objections	and	questions	raised	by	people	who	did	not	dissociate	themselves	from	the	exhibition.		
5.3.3	The	troubled	waters	of	art’s	ideal	The	question	of	autonomous	art	also	touches	on	the	question	of	censorship,	the	absence	of	which	was	given	by	a	number	of	non-dissenting	parties	as	a	reason	for	continuing	with	the	exhibitions	(Pinder	2017a,	2017c).	Indeed,	the	exhibitions	included	many	works	that	were	potentially	confrontational	for	the	funders	(Chris	Jordan’s	photographs,	for	example).	The	curators	also	affirm	that,	while	they	asked	the	sponsors	some	hard	questions,	the	sponsors	were	always	open	to	dialogue	(Pinder,	2017a).	I	have	no	reason	to	think	that	this	is	untrue	or	doubt	the	genuineness	of	the	curators	who	I	believe	performed	their	curatorial	duties	with	care	and	achieved	results	that	are	probably	the	envy	of	most	curators.	However,	asking	hard	questions	does	not	mean	that	a	certain	kind	of	censorship	is	not	at	work.	As	Wu	(2002)	suggests,	censorship	does	not	necessarily	need	to	be	frontal	(although,	according	to	my	interviews,	it	appears	that	a	more	frontal	kind	of	censorship	would	have	produced	a	certain	consensus	among	cultural	workers).	After	the	interview,	I	was	also	left	wondering	whether	the	curators	would	have	included	a	work	akin	to	the	conceptual	mappings	produced	by	Platform	(the	carbon	web)	or	the	conceptual	artist	Hans	Haacke	detailing	how	species	extinction	might	be	directly	linked	to	oil	exploitation	around	the	world,	including	Azerbaijan.	My	guess	is	that	they	would	not.	In	fact,	they	did	not,	which	suggests	that	censorship	can	in	any	context	whatsoever	work	within	(pre-emptive,	more	or	less	unconscious	omissions)	just	as	much	as	without	(enforced).	Finally,	it	seems	that	as	long	as	the	art	serves	the	purpose/aim	of	the	exhibition	and	the	work	is	not	a	
	 260	direct	affront	to	its	supporters,	many	styles	and	forms	can	be	accommodated,	from	the	more	documentary	to	the	more	reflective	(Mike	Perry’s	work,	for	example).	More	interestingly	perhaps,	a	number	of	interviewees,	including	the	curators	and	an	artist	I	spoke	to,	intimated	that	an	equally	dubious	but	Western	sponsor	(for	example,	a	bank)	might	not	have	attracted	the	same	kind	of	rebuke	(Pinder,	2017b,	2017d).	Moreover,	this	artist	quite	rightly	pointed	out	that	our	own	state	institutions	are	implicated	more	or	less	directly	in	the	kind	of	corrupt	corporate	culture	and	politics	that	caused	Ackroyd	and	Harvey	to	distance	themselves	from	the	exhibition.	Although	the	comment	was	not	necessarily	directed	at	Ackroyd	&	Harvey,	such	remarks	effectively	raise	the	more	general	question	of	double	standards.	Ackroyd	&	Harvey	are,	I	believe,	well	aware	of	this	trap	(ArtsAdminUk,	2015),	and	as	I	have	already	explained	the	sponsorship	of	the	exhibition	by	the	Azeri	oligarchy	is	directly	linked	to	Western	powers	and	multinationals.	However,	these	problems	are	worth	exploring	a	bit	further	as	they	draw	attention	to	one	of	the	specificities	of	the	case.	Hatherley	(2014)	raised	similar	questions	in	a	recent	article	analysing	the	outcry	about	the	Design	Museum’s	Design	of	the	Year	award	being	given	to	Zaha	Hadid’s	Heydar	Aliyev	Centre	in	Baku.	Hatherley	(2014)	points	out	that	numerous	other	ethically	and	politically	dubious	architectural	projects	would	not	have	attracted	the	same	level	of	condemnation	on	account	of	a	noticeable	want	of	what	he	calls	the	‘oligarchitecture’	factor,	in	other	words,	(oriental)	philistine	ostentation	(Hatherley,	2014,	no	pagination).	While	I	am	not	claiming	that	Ackroyd	&	Harvey’s	actions	were	guided	by	a	form	of	unconscious	orientalism,	there	is	good	reason	to	suppose	that,	despite	the	clear	economic	and	political	links	to	Europe,	a	similar	cultural	unconscious	is	at	work	in	this	context.	I	would	go	as	far	as	to	argue	that	Leyla	Aliyev	and	the	manner	in	which	people	react	to	her	capture	something	
	 261	of	the	phenomenon,	adding	a	strong	gendered	dimension	to	the	question	of	‘race’.	In	the	literature	produced	by	her	critics	she	can	as	appear	as	a	human	personification	of	the	‘oligarchitecture’	factor,	while	in	the	literature	and	testimonies	of	those	who	support	and	defend	her,	she	represents	both	an	embodiment	of	cultural	integrity.	Hughes	and	Marriott	(2015),	in	fact,	summarise	this	paradox	when	they	state	that	‘some	describe	her	as	vacuous,	with	little	interest	in	anything	apart	from	herself.	Others	find	her	charming,	engaged	and	genuinely	interested	in	the	environmental	causes	she	champions’	(p.53).	It	should	be	noted	that	this	split	has	in	itself	a	culturalist	character.	Aliyev	appears	to	embody,	as	female,	both	Azerbaijan’s	heritage	and	future,	and	what	Mulhern	(2015,	p.134)	has	termed	the	philistine	‘anti-cultural’	principle	(also	often	female)	that	obstructs	a	truer	realisation	of	culture	and	its	principle	(a	more	authentic,	less	commodified	and	oppressive	form	of	Azeri	culture	or	more	genuine	kind	of	environmentalism,	ethical	principles,	etc.).	I	am	less	concerned	with	discussing	what	such	views	say	about	Aliyev	than	with	asking	what	such	views	say	about	those	who	hold	or	reproduce	them,	consciously	or	not.	If	there	is	an	orientalism	at	work	here,	my	view	is	that	it	should	be	taken	as	a	displaced	expression	of	an	antagonism	consequent	upon	culture’s	intensified	subsumption	that	defines	the	here	and	now	of	the	UK	just	as	much	as	an	‘exotic’	elsewhere.	The	artist	who	states	that	the	institution	of	culture	in	the	UK	is	soaked	in	the	power	of	private	and	corporate	money	is,	among	other	things,	pointing	to	this	reality,	which	some	appear	to	be	more	comfortable	with	than	others	(Pinder,	2017d).		While	the	objection	that	another	Western	sponsor	would	not	have	provoked	the	same	kind	of	outcry	needs	some	serious	qualification	(‘Western’	arms	dealers	and	BP	obviously	do!),	such	an	objection	also	appears	to	point	to	a	malaise	traversing	the	ideal	of	culture	itself.	If	Aliyev	is	an	embodiment	of	philistine	
	 262	ostentation	in	the	eyes	of	her	critics,	for	her	own	partisans,	she	is	a	in	fact	a	variant	of	the	much	more	familiar	figure	of	the	‘beautiful	soul’	discussed	in	chapter	2	through	Forster’s	fictional	figure	of	Ms	Schlegel	but	also	Mrs	Narula,	the	wife	of	the	Indian	billionaire.	In	a	not	dissimilar	fashion,	the	appointed	guardian	of	Azeri	national	heritage	and	spirit	entertains	a	close	relation	to	the	political	and	economic	drives	she	is	supposed	to	elevate	and	complement.	She	shows	that,	despite	widespread	cruelty	and	violence,	spoliation	and	destruction,	the	humanist	values	of	culture,	conservation	and	the	nation	can	be	realised.	In	doing	so,	she	also	shows	how	the	civilities	of	art	and	culture	play	a	key	role	in	softening	the	edges	of	an	altogether	more	muscular	economic	and	political	power.	The	next	part,	which	is	more	of	an	epilogue	than	a	fully-fledged	discussion,	presents	how	Ackroyd	&	Harvey	responded	artistically	to	the	event.	This	brief	presentation	will	give	me	the	opportunity	to	reflect	on	the	alternative	to	affirmative	culture	before	concluding.		
5.4	Pelt	(After	Living	Skin)	Sometime	after	Ackroyd	&	Harvey	decided	to	dissociate	themselves	from	the	touring	show,	the	duo	made	a	piece	titled	Pelt	(After	Living	Skin)	(2015),	which	was	presented	at	the	Display	Gallery	as	part	of	an	exhibition	titled	Sunday	in	the	
Park	with	Ed	(2015).	The	name	Ed	is	a	reference	to	Édouard	Manet,	who	first	presented	the	painting	Le	Déjeuner	sur	L’Herbe	(mentioned	in	the	Proust	passage	in	chapter	2)	at	the	Salon	des	Refusés.	The	exhibition,	as	a	whole,	aimed	to	interrogate	the	possibility	of	transgression	and	the	status	of	the	avant-garde	today	(Pinder,	2017c).	As	the	title	suggests,	the	work	was	made	out	of	the	remnant	of	the	work	presented	at	the	Old	Sorting	Office.	In	contrast	to	the	lush	living	skin	of	the	tiger,	
	 263	the	pelt	was	loosely	slung	onto	a	piece	of	rope	tied	between	the	walls	of	the	gallery.	With	part	of	its	hessian	fabric	made	visible,	it	hung	limply,	dishevelled	and	yellowed	on	account	of	over-exposure.	It	created	what	Hughes	(2015,	no	pagination)	justly	calls	‘a	poignant	image	of	death’.	To	accompany	the	work	and	as	part	of	the	programme	of	talks	that	formed	part	of	the	exhibition,	the	artists	held	a	discussion	with	the	journalist	Rachel	Fensham	about	some	of	the	issues	surrounding	the	infrastructural	make-up	of	the	London	exhibition	(Pinder,	2017c).	This	piece	provides	an	interesting	counterpoint	to	the	work	presented	during	
Here	Today…	(2014)	on	a	number	of	counts.	Through	its	creation	out	of	the	destruction	of	the	old,	the	work	gives	expression	to	loss	while	also	marking	a	future-bound	opening	that	temporalises	and	negates	the	present,	marking	the	resistance	of	the	work	to	its	commodified	status.	The	image	of	catastrophe	that	replaces	the	arrested	image	of	grace	created	previously	does	not	only	gesture	towards	the	scene	of	the	tiger’s	death.	It	also	functions	as	an	index	of	a	larger	kind	of	exhaustion,	that	is,	the	exhaustion	of	non-commodified	spheres	of	life	and	resources.	It	also	functions	as	an	index	of	the	exhaustion	of	critical	art	in	the	face	of	contemporary	capitalism.	The	photographic	image	in	both	cases	takes	on	a	paradigmatic	value	as	a	medium	of	artistic	and	social	contemporaneity,	while	perhaps	not	belonging	to	the	same	contemporary.	Living	Skin	(2014)	became	an	image	that	fed	a	mediatized	spectacle.	The	work	could	have	gone	on	to	the	Venice	Biennale,	which	arguably	refracts,	as	a	transcultural	art	space,	a	transnational	and	globalized	world.	Instead,	the	artists	employed	a	different	strategy.	The	work	was	given	a	renewed	and	radically	different	meaning	and	form	within	the	context	of	a	smaller	exhibition.	Within	this	context,	the	work	gave	form	to	the	social	antagonism	that	traversed	it,	and	in	doing	so	found	ways	of	distinguishing	itself	‘from	the	ever-same	inventory	in	obedience	to	the	need	for	the	exploitation	of	
	 264	capital’	(Adorno,	1997,	p.21).	Pelt	(After	Living	Skin)’s	theatrical	re-temporalising	of	the	frozen	time	does	not	produce	‘the	vigorous	and	luxuriant	growth	of	a	true	work	of	art’	(Proust,	2010,	p.438).	However,	the	death	and	birth	of	the	form,	which	it	presents,	points	to	the	limits	of	brutality,	that	is,	both	to	its	intolerable	extremes	and	to	the	possibility	of	its	end.	
	
5.5	Conclusion	This	chapter	is	the	conclusion	of	the	third	area	of	inquiry	of	this	thesis	focused	on	affirmative	art	and	alternatives	to	a	new	affirmative	art,	which	I	have	been	arguing	is	one	of	the	effects	on	art	of	certain	resilience	practices	in	policy.	In	comparison	to	the	Cruzvillegas–Platform	case,	the	A	&	H	case	examined	in	this	chapter	added	a	number	of	layers	to	the	inquiry.	The	analysis	went	beyond	the	confines	of	the	museum	in	its	discussion	of	an	exhibition	that,	in	effect,	provided	the	basis	for	part	of	a	biennale	exhibition	that	was	held	in	Venice.	The	discussion	was	also	made	more	complex	by	virtue	of	the	nexus	of	Euro-Asian	economic,	social	and	political	relations	involved	in	the	case	as	well	as	the	exhibition’s	relation	to	conservation	and	the	IUCN	as	charity,	through	which	I	inflected	the	idea	of	affirmative	culture	but	also	culture-as-resource	differently.		After	an	account	of	the	exhibition,	I	provided	a	detailed	discussion	of	the	relations	and	dangers	embedded	in	these	relations	for	art,	which	went	beyond	a	discussion	of	socio-symbolic	legitimation	to	consider	the	modes	of	economic	valorization	art	and	conservation	partake	in.	After	exploring	the	different	objections	to	a	‘boycott’	as	well	as	the	limitations	of	these	objections,	I	went	on	to	explore	A	&	H’s	response	to	the	event,	which	was	presented	some	months	later	in	a	London	gallery.	The	short	presentation	and	analysis	established	that	one	of	the	virtues	of	the	work	for	my	own	analysis	lays	in	the	manner	in	which	it	presented	
	 265	very	clearly	art’s	apparent	capacity	to	self-legislate	and	resist	becoming	a	bearer	of	exchange	value.	If	the	photographic	form	was	shown	to	have	a	paradigmatic	value	in	both	of	Ackroyd	&	Harvey’s	works	for	thinking	about	the	artistic	and	social	contemporary,	their	theatrical	indexicality	was	also	shown,	like	Mendel’s	photographs,	to	be	a	key	characteristic	of	art’s	ability	to	present	and	retain	social	antagonism	and,	in	doing	so,	present	another	ideal	of	art.	
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6.	Conclusion	
6.1	Summary	of	thesis	and	findings	Before	I	go	on	to	discuss	the	originality	and	significance	of	my	findings,	I	provide	a	summary	of	the	discussion	and	explain	how	the	discussion	answered	the	research	questions.	I	restate	the	questions	below:	
Q.1a	What	are	the	histories	of	discourses	and	practices	of	resilience?	Q.1b	How	and	why	did	resilience	become	a	key	notion	in	cultural	administration	in	the	UK	in	the	context	of	the	most	recent	economic	crisis?	Q.2a.	What	are	the	scope	and	ambivalences	of	different	resilience	discourses	and	practices	in	the	field	of	culture	in	the	UK?	Q.2b.	How	can	the	notion	of	culture-as-resource	help	to	clarify	the	scope	and	ambivalences	of	dominant	resilience	discourses	and	practices	in	this	context?	Q.2c.	How	can	the	notion	of	civility	help	to	clarify	the	scope	and	ambivalences	of	alternative	resilience	discourses	and	practices	in	this	context?		Q.3a.	Beyond	alternative	resiliences,	what	other	ways	can	art	and	criticism	be	understood	to	perform	a	critical	negation	of	the	dominant	rationales	of	resilience?	Q.3b.	What	alternatives	can	art	and	criticism	offer	to	a	reconciled	affirmative	culture?	
	I	gave	a	partial	but	nevertheless	comprehensive	enough	answer	to	Q.1a	in	chapter	1	where	I	explored	how	discourses	of	resilience	and	the	practices	of	risk	and	crisis	management	that	these	discourses	legitimise	shadow	the	history	of	neoliberalism.	While	discourses	of	resilience	do	not	have	a	single	point	of	genesis,	I	argued	building	on	existing	genealogies	that	the	ecological	conceptions	of	resilience	that	
	 267	emerged	in	the	wake	of	the	1973	oil	crisis	were	particularly	influential	in	the	spread	of	the	notion.	In	chapter	2,	I	confirmed	that	the	development	of	resilience	discourses	and	practices	followed	a	similar	historical	development	to	the	one	described	by	other	critics,	notably	Walker	and	Cooper.	The	authors	(2011,	p.157)	claim	that	resilience	discourses	and	practices	‘moved	from	a	position	of	critique	(against	the	destructive	consequences	of	orthodox	resource	economics)	to	one	of	collusion	with	an	agenda	of	resource	management	that	collapses	ecological	crisis	into	the	creative	destruction	of	a	truly	Hayekian	financial	order’.		The	reference	to	Hayek	and	crisis	understood	in	purely	ecological	terms	are	not	entirely	cogent	when	examining	resilience	in	culture.	Nevertheless,	the	statement	provides	an	accurate	enough	summary	of	the	historical	trajectory	of	resilience	in	cultural	administration	and	policy.	The	claim	was	verified	and	question	1b	partially	answered	through	a	‘pre-history’	of	resilience	in	culture,	which	departed	from	an	discussion	of	the	National	Theatre	conference	on	cultural	value.	I	revealed	that	the	term	appeared	in	field	through	debates	and	interventions	that	were	aimed	at	challenging	New	Labour	instrumentalism	and	economism.	The	metaphor	of	resilience	was	not	a	fully-fledged	notion	at	this	stage.	Yet,	it	was	shown	to	bear	a	privileged	relation	to	ecological	rationality	and	rationales	of	‘culture-as-resource’	characteristic	of	the	Left-leaning,	post-welfarist	policy	discourse	of	DEMOS	and	its	founder	Geoff	Mulgan.		My	analysis	then	showed	that	it	is	MMM	and	its	associates	who	made	a	major	contribution	to	the	development	of	resilience	thinking	in	the	field	of	culture.	At	their	hands,	resilience	appeared	as	a	discourse	concerned	with	the	financial	management	and	sustainability	of	cultural	organisations	in	the	context	of	an	on-going	economic	and	environmental	crisis.	From	then	on,	I	demonstrated	throughout	my	analysis	of	chapter	2	and	3	that	while	resilience	practices	and	
	 268	discourses	were	varied,	they	generally	retained	a	connection	to	crisis	management	and	the	socialisation	of	risks	linked	to	crises,	whether	economic	or	environmental.	In	showing	this,	I	answered	Q.1b	and	Q.2a.	Through	the	analysis	of	MMM’s	work,	I	also	started	to	confirm	that	the	expedient	management	of	crisis	and	socialisation	of	risks	performed	by	resilience	discourses	and	practices	partakes	in	an	intensified	subsumption	of	culture.	The	notion	of	‘culture-as-resource’	helped	to	make	sense	of	this	fact,	while	also	helping	to	account	for	the	ambivalences	of	this	mode	of	socialisation	of	risks	and	crisis,	which	included	the	more	or	less	witting	encouragement	of	exploitative	labour	practices	through	the	promotion	of	volunteering.	The	work	of	MMM	also	showed	that	while	the	ideal	and	principle	of	culture	tends	to	be	subjugated	to	a	more	utilitarian	rationale	in	this	context,	culture	and	ecology	also	appear	as	ambivalent	ideological	supplements	that	legitimise	expedient	rationales	of	resource	management.	My	analysis	of	MMM	finished	with	a	discussion	of	the	work	of	poet	and	policy	consultant	Mark	Robinson	whose	definitions	of	resilience	have	been	particularly	influential	in	the	field.		After	that,	I	furthered	the	inquiry	that	forms	the	basis	of	Q.1b	by	examining	in	detail	the	cuts	to	culture	that	precipitated	the	rise	of	resilience.	Through	the	analysis	of	the	ACE’s	current	strategy	as	well	as	their	PR	videos,	I	continued	to	examine	the	rhetorically	mystifying	role	that	art	and	ecology	play	in	legitimising	an	institution	in	the	throws	a	deep	crisis	of	legitimacy	and	means.	Chapter	2	showed	that	ecology	and	environmental	concerns	were	not	only	rhetorical.	They	have	a	basis	in	policy	practice	as	well,	which	suggests	that	the	scope	of	resilience	practices	(Q.2a-b)	in	national	cultural	policy	is	diverse.		ACE’s	environmental	policies	are,	in	effect,	novel.	They	connect	to	resilience	agendas	inasmuch	as	enhancing	the	environmental	sustainability	of	the	field	contributes	to	the	
	 269	management	of	environmental	risks	while	improving	the	business	acumen	of	organisations	in	the	field.	A	historical	analysis	of	the	wider	formation	that	has	emerged	around	groups	such	as	Tipping	Point	and	Julie’s	Bicycle	also	showed	that	the	history	of	these	policies	is	fraught	with	institutional	conflict,	and	that	the	policies	themselves	arose	from	pressure	from	actors	in	the	field	who	were	disgruntled	with	the	fact	that	ACE	did	not	seem	to	take	environmental	issues	seriously	(Q.1b).	In	relation	to	the	second	area	of	investigation,	this	analysis	did	not	only	confirm	that	resilience	practices	and	discourses	could	have	significantly	different	aims,	it	also	showed	that	practices	of	‘culture-as-resource’	could	have	more	progressive	ends.	Nonetheless,	I	argued	that	these	environmental	policies	also	played	an	ambivalent	role	in	legitimising	an	institution	in	crisis	and	distracting	from	the	on-going	restructuration	of	the	field.		The	rest	of	the	second	chapter	examined	programmes	relating	to	building	financial	resilience	through	philanthropy,	which	are	the	pillar	of	resilience	agendas	in	culture.	I	focused	on	the	first	Catalyst	programme	that	ran	from	2012-2015	as	well	as	the	training	programmes	associated	to	Catalyst.	Longer	histories	aside,	the	Catalyst	programme	is	best	viewed	as	the	culmination	of	the	politics	of	privatisation	and	marketisation	that	took	a	decisive	turn	in	1976	with	the	creation	of	the	Association	for	Business	Sponsorship	of	the	Arts	(ABSA),	later	renamed	Arts	&	Business,	under	the	Labour	government	of	James	Gallaghan.	Here,	the	question	of	resource	management	came	to	bear	on	the	analysis	in	two	ways.	The	first	is	that	these	programmes,	like	the	work	of	MMM,	have	as	object	the	expedient	management	and	distribution	of	culture’s	financial	resources	for	the	socialisation	of	risks	linked	to	the	cuts.	Second,	I	showed	that,	through	these	programmes,	culture	also	becomes	a	socio-symbolic	and	economic	resource	for	private	investors.	While	these	programmes	were	partially	successful	in	the	socialising	
	 270	risks	linked	to	the	cuts,	they	were	not	without	their	ambivalences.	Notably,	I	argued	that	they	reinforced	the	power	and	privilege	of	larger	organisations	and	metropolitan	centres,	increased	competition	for	funds,	uncertainty	and	exhaustion	in	the	sector.	The	analysis	of	the	training	programmes,	which	was	an	opportunity	to	revisit	aspects	of	the	MMM	discussion,	also	confirmed	that	while	private	investment	has	been	naturalised,	this	naturalisation	of	private	investment	has	and	still	does	require	a	heavy	hand	from	the	state	and	its	partners.		This	part	of	the	analysis	also	started	to	uncover	the	mixed	temporality	that	characterises	subsumption	and	uneven	development.	This	mixed	temporality	offered	a	starting	point	for	examining	alternative	resilience	practices,	which	nevertheless	conform	to	the	rationales	of	‘culture-as-resource’.	This	occasion	was	provided	by	the	alternative	fundraising	strategies	(arthole	medal	for	philanthropy,	Live	Art	Aid	campaigns,	alternative	auctions	etc.)	of	LADA,	AA	and	HLA.	Then,	I	went	on	to	review	the	consortium’s	work	on	ethical	fundraising	policies.	While	the	question	of	culture	as	a	resource	still	came	to	bear	on	the	discussion	of	corporate	brand	management,	I	explored	these	policies	and	problems	through	the	notion	of	‘civility’,	which	enabled	to	present	these	policies	as	alternative	resilience	practices	while	exploring	the	ambivalences	and	limits	of	the	socialisation	of	risks	performed	by	dominant	resilience	discourses	and	practices.	I	started	to	answer	Q.2c	by	showing	that	the	notion	of	‘civility’	was	useful	to	make	sense	of	how	the	private	investment	of	oil	or	arms	corporations,	which	derive	reputational	and	economic	benefits	from	an	association	with	culture,	is	linked	to	the	production	of	extremes	of	violence	on	other	geopolitical	scenes	(notably	the	global	south).	As	with	the	environmental	policies	and	rhetoric,	I	also	argued	that	these	ethical	policies,	which	aim	to	limit	and	distance	these	extremes	through	boycott-like	strategies,	were	deeply	ambivalent.	The	idea	of	civility	also	helped	to	clarify	these	ambivalences	
	 271	(Q.2c).	The	analysis	showed	that,	through	a	process	of	ethico-aesthetic	‘educement’,	these	ethical	policies	support	divestment	from	certain	kinds	of	undesirable	forms	of	private	investment,	while	also	contributing	to	embed	the	broader	turn	to	private	investment	by	presenting	private	investment	as	an	ethical,	and	not	political,	issue.	Beyond	these	ambivalences	and	limits,	I	argued	through	an	analysis	of	the	final	event	of	the	consortium’s	TTMR	programme	that	this	initiative	had	the	virtue	of	raising	problems	and	demands,	which	had	a	broader	political	value	that	is	not	reducible	to	the	question	of	state	management	and	administration	of	culture.		Chapter	3,	4	and	5	were	all	focused	on	groups,	events	and	contexts	that	featured	as	part	of	TTMR	or	that	are	closely	related	to	the	organisers	of	the	programme.	This	was	the	case	of	Lab	of	ii,	who	created	C.R.A.S.H	an	experiment	in	post-crisis	and	post-capitalist	living	for	Arts	Admin’s	Two	Degrees	festival.	Their	work	and	appropriation	of	resilience	discourses	provided	the	means	to	further	investigate	the	uses	of	resilience	discourses	within	the	context	of	social	movements,	an	investigation	initiated	through	the	discussion	of	TTMR.	The	case	also	provided	the	opportunity	to	confirm	that	while	their	alternative	resilience	discourse	partakes	in	an	art	of	crisis	management,	their	work	also	showed	that	resilience	can	be	radically	refunctioned	away	from	its	more	liberal	governmental	uses.		In	relation	to	Q.2c,	I	showed	that	the	notion	of	civility,	re-worked	through	a	reference	to	the	work	of	Shannon	Jackson,	was	useful	for	making	sense	of	how	the	group’s	socially-engaged	practice	highlights	the	violence	of	civilization	and	crisis	while	also	offering	utopian-dystopian	ways	of	imaginatively	shaping	social	norms	away	from	their	capitalistic	historical	becoming.	This	alternative	development	rationale	was	presented	in	the	booklet	that	outlines	the	ethics	and	principles	of	
	 272	permaculture,	in	the	workshops	and	educational	sessions	that	the	group	ran,	as	well	as	in	the	performances	that	took	place	during	the	project,	including	in	the	performance	of	Becky	Beinart.			Finally,	I	discussed	the	ambivalences	of	the	work	of	Lab	of	ii	as	well	as	of	their	re-appropriations	of	resilience	in	terms	of	civility	(Q.2c).	By	contrast	to	the	ethico-aesthetic	‘educement’	at	work	in	TTMR,	I	argued	that	the	left-libertarian	ethos	of	their	practice	and	discourse	unconsciously	mimics	the	rationale	of	the	market,	and	in	doing	so	risks	becoming	a	vector	of	de-subjectification	and	accommodation,	if	not	reconciliation,	with	capitalism.	The	aesthetic	and	pathos	of	the	radicalised	enclave	and	utopian	community	is	the	perfect	example	of	how	resistance	to	capitalistic	modes	of	development	can	become	an	ambivalent	accommodation	with	it.			 Opening	the	third	area	of	inquiry	of	this	thesis	(Q.3a.b)	through	the	last	part	of	the	chapter	provided	a	way	of	going	beyond	this	ambivalence	and	‘beyond’	resilience.	A	genealogical	account	of	the	post-Adornonian,	romantic	concept	of	art,	which	I	argued,	after	Osborne	and	Cunningham,	finds	its	roots	in	Fredrich	Schlegel’s	concept	of	literature	and	the	novel,	enabled	my	analysis	to	account	for	how	art,	ontologically	construed,	is	capable	of	presenting	social	antagonism	as	an	immanent	aspect	of	its	form.	While	theatricality	features	in	a	number	of	ways	in	my	thesis,	including	through	the	art	cases,	it	is	this	presentation	of	antagonism	that	I	termed	‘theatrical’.	Theatricality	was	understood	to	be	the	phenomenological	marker	of	art’s	perpetual	crisis	of	form	and	incompleteness,	of	its	character	as	non-contemporaneous	but	future-orientated	ruin	that	performs	a	disjunctive	temporalisation	and	negation	of	the	historical	space	of	its	presentation.	The	theatricality	of	autonomous	art	is	the	site	of	art’s	resistance	to	subsumption	and	to	its	condition	of	bearer	of	exchange	value.	This	negation	is	also	a	negation	of	
	 273	resilience	inasmuch	as	the	latter	legitimates	and	effects	this	process	of	subsumption.			After	a	theoretical	presentation	of	the	idea,	I	explored	in	a	preliminary	way	how	this	concept	of	art	is	at	work	in	the	bench	plaques-fragments	created	by	the	anonymous	collective	Quantitative	Teasing	for	Lab	of	ii’s	project.	I	then	extended	the	concept	to	the	rest	of	C.R.A.S.H,	showing	that	this	concept	of	art	can	help	to	make	sense	of	the	formal	aspects	of	the	project	rather	than	its	averred	socio-political	intent.			The	last	two,	shorter	chapters	were	dedicated	to	exploring	this	concept	of	art	while	contrasting	it	with	what	I	termed,	after	Marcuse,	‘affirmative	culture’,	that	is,	functionalised	art	and	culture	that	legitimises	economic	and	political	powers	(Q.3a-b).	I	presented	this	new	affirmative	culture	as	one	of	the	consequences	of	the	subsumption	that	resilience	discourses	and	practices	legitimate	and	effect.	In	chapter	4,	I	discussed	Cruzvillegas’	Empty	Lot,	a	living	sculpture	made	of	giant	scaffolding,	planters	and	plants	that	the	Mexican	artist	installed	in	Tate’s	Turbine	Hall.	His	installation	foregrounded	alternative	climate-resilient	forms	of	indigenous	agriculture	while	avoiding	the	romanticisation	of	these	practices	that	groups	such	as	Lab	of	ii	tended	to	reproduce.	I	presented	Empty	Lot’s	resolutely	urban	imagination	as	a	critique	of	the	urban	development	which	the	Tate	and	the	Southbank,	linchpins	of	‘creative’	London,	are	part	of	and	which	makes	the	Tate	so	attractive	to	corporate	sponsors.	Thus,	in	this	case,	considerations	of	urbanity	and	urban	redevelopment	were	central	in	approaching	the	question	of	sponsorship	and	private	investment,	while	also	being	a	key	in	the	assessment	of	art’s	capacity	to	position	itself	critically	within	the	site	and	relations	that	constitute	it.		My	argument	was	that	despite	its	forceful	character	and	gesture,	the	commission	made	for	the	Turbine	Hall	also	feeds	in	an	ambivalent	way	the	
	 274	perceived	public	value	of	the	institution.	For,	public/cultural	value	is,	in	part,	what	private	corporations	such	as	BP	seek	in	order	to	enhance	their	own	reputations	and	manage	their	brands.	Without	critiquing	the	intention	or	concept	organising	Cruzvillegas’	work,	I	went	on	to	discuss	how	the	Platform	festival	Deadline,	to	which	Cruzvillegas’	work	served	as	a	de	facto	background,	dialectically	undid	and	realised	the	principle	embedded	in	Cruzvillegas’	work.	The	festival,	which	was	a	protest	against	BP	sponsorship	of	the	Tate,	undid	Cruzvillegas’	work	in	the	sense	that	it	expanded	the	phenomenologically-bounded	concept	of	site	that	Cruzvillegas’	work	presupposed	by	including	a	critique	of	sponsorship	and	the	museum	as	a	node	in	spaces	of	flow	or	what	Platform	call	the	‘carbon	web’.		But	the	unsanctioned	festival,	which	was	internationalist	in	perspective	and	make	up,	realised	Cruzvillegas’	work	inasmuch	as	it	actualised	the	concept	of	the	empty	lot	of	land	and	space	that	reclaims	life	away	from	exchange	value.	I	settled	on	South	African	photographer	Mendel’s	theatrical	portraits	of	people	in	their	flooded	homes	to	finish	the	analysis	of	the	festival	and	anchor	my	discussion	of	negative	autonomy.			The	final	chapter	continued	to	confirm	that	the	practices	legitimised	and	effected	by	resilience	discourses	and	practices	produce	affirmative	culture.	However,	I	also	continued	to	confirm	that	art	is	capable	of	being	an	alternative	to	affirmative	culture	(Q3.a-b).	In	this	chapter,	I	examined	Here	Today…,	an	exhibition	organised	in	celebration	of	the	50th	anniversary	of	the	IUCN	list	and	funded	by	Azeri	oligarchs.	The	case	was	interesting	for	a	number	of	reasons.	The	first	is	that	this	less	well-known	case	raised	a	number	of	more	complex	questions	than	the	Tate	case,	partly	on	account	of	its	connection	to	the	IUCN.	I	concentrated	on	Living	
Skin	and	Pelt,	which	Ackroyd	&	Harvey	made	for	and	in	response	to	the	exhibition	to	highlight	the	plight	and	resilience	of	tigers,	and	which	I	presented	as	instances	
	 275	of	affirmative	and	negatively	autonomous	art.	Urbanity	did	not	come	to	bare	so	much	on	the	analysis.	However,	in	this	chapter,	I	considered	how	environmental	conservation	and	heritage,	which	also	conform	to	the	rationales	of	‘culture-as-resource’,	formed	key	socio-symbolic	and	economic	assets	for	corporate	and	political	powers.	After	a	detailed	exploration	of	the	complexities	of	the	case,	I	finished	with	the	analysis	of	Pelt,	which	I	argued	recovered	a	theatrical	temporality	that	allowed	it	to	present	the	social	truth	of	culture’s	subsumption.															
6.2	Limitations	and	future	areas	of	work	I	have	already	acknowledged	some	of	the	limitations	of	my	thesis.	Amongst	other	things,	the	limitations	relate	to	the	time	scales	of	the	project,	which	have	affected	how	I	have	engaged	with	policy	but	also	the	cases.	Future	work	based	on	this	thesis	would	take	into	account	more	recent	policy	developments.	While	I	have	covered	a	lot	of	ground	in	the	discussion,	it	would	be	valuable	to	extend	the	discussion	of	the	key	concepts	of	this	thesis	to	other	cases	as	well,	in	order	to	see	whether	the	terms	that	I	propose	have	a	broader	kind	of	generality.	Other	limitations	relate	to	my	access	to	practices	I	was	writing	about.	For	example,	discussions	of	the	case	in	chapter	3,	in	particular,	could	be	complemented	with	further	fieldwork	and	investigations	into	permaculture	as	a	practice.	This	knowledge	is	not	strictly	necessary	for	a	successful	analysis	of	the	material,	but	it	could	provide	additional	grounding.	Finally,	there	are	limitations	which	are	more	akin	to	exclusions	and	which	relate	to	how	I	excluded	a	discussion	of	Brexit	or	theatre.	Having	acknowledged	some	of	the	limitations	of	my	work,	I	would	like	to	present	some	of	the	future	areas	of	inquiry	that	these	limitations	have	opened	up.		The	fifth	chapter	of	this	thesis,	in	particular,	opened	up	a	number	of	questions,	which	I	will	seek	to	pursue,	and	which	relate	more	directly	to	theorising	
	 276	the	place	of	art	and	culture	in	a	globalised	economy,	a	problem	that	became	central	as	this	research	developed.	I	envisage	that	I	will	write	an	article	focused	on	the	art	discussed	in	the	chapter.	But	I	also	envisage	that	there	would	be	a	separate	article	that	would	focus	in	more	depth	on	the	socio-economic	relations	and	problems	that	underpinned	the	exhibition.	I	think	such	an	article	would	also	have	scholarly	and	public	value	but	would	necessitate	further	research.		
	 I	largely	excluded	a	discussion	of	drama	and	theatre	in	this	thesis.	However,	throughout	my	time	researching	this	thesis,	I	also	engaged	with	how	‘culture’	manifests	as	a	topic	in	drama	and	theatre.	This	inquiry	started	through	a	sustained	engagement	with	the	histories	of	criticism	in	the	disciplines	of	performance	and	theatre	studies	but	was	then	transferred	to	an	examination	of	actual	dramatic	and	theatrical	works.	So,	I	anticipate	that	this	inquiry,	which	ran	parallel	to	my	thesis,	will	form	the	stepping	stone	for	a	longer-term	investigation	of	what	could	be	termed,	after	Mulhern	(2015,	p.1),	‘condition	of	culture’	discourse	in	drama,	theatre	and	performance	writing.	By	doing	this,	I	hope	to	contribute	to	clarifying	how	‘culture’	is	a	problem	and	topic	that	is	germane	to	the	field	and	study	of	theatre	and	performance	(as	opposed	to	the	proper	object	of	cultural	studies).	Amongst	others,	Jackson	(2004)	touches	on	these	questions	in	her	illuminating	discussions	of	the	histories	of	performance	and	theatre	criticism.	My	work	would	be	elaborated	in	those	tracks	but	would	be	extended	to	a	comparative	discussion	of	dramas	and	theatrical	performances	in	order	to	establish	the	scope	and	different	variants	of	this	imagination	in	the	field.					
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6.3	Originality,	significance	and	implications	
6.3.1	Contribution	to	critical	discourse	about	resilience		After	having	presented	a	detailed	summary	of	my	findings,	I	discuss	the	originality,	significance	and	implications	of	my	work.	I	make	two	main	claims	to	originality,	which	relate	to	the	recontextualization	of	the	critique	of	resilience	in	culture	as	well	as	to	the	approach	I	have	taken	to	perform	this	recontextualization.	The	other,	more	minor,	relates	to	my	integration	of	environmental	problems	within	practical	materialist	research.	I	start	with	the	more	minor	claim,	which	fits	within	the	discussion	of	my	contribution	to	scholarship	about	resilience.			By	taking	cultural	policy	as	a	starting	point	for	investigation,	it	did	not	feel	entirely	appropriate	to	problematise	‘culture’	along	post-humanist	lines.	However,	my	work	has	endeavoured	to	integrate	a	discussion	of	environmental	concerns,	which	I	showed	are	an	integral	part	of	policy	discourses	and	practices	and,	more	broadly,	of	the	romantic/post-romantic	topic	of	culture.	Beyond	policy,	environmental	concerns	featured	in	all	the	chapters	and	discussions	of	art.	This	integration	of	environmental	concerns	contributes	in	a	modest	way	to	a	recodification	of	discussions	of	art,	performance	and	neoliberalism,	which	tend	to	focus	on	issues	of	labour	and/or	issues	of	political	economy.	By	extension,	such	an	approach	recodifies	discussions	focused	on	post-Thatcher	cultural	policy,	which	have	also	tended,	within	and	without	the	field	of	theatre	and	performance,	to	ignore	these	issues	(Harvie,	2013;	Hewison,	2014).		 This	leads	me	to	discuss	the	first	main	contribution	to	knowledge.	The	analysis	of	chapter	2	and	3,	in	particular,	showed	that	while	a	number	of	characteristics	of	resilience	discourses	and	practices	identified	by	other	critics	recur	within	the	field	of	culture,	I	have	demonstrated	that	these	characteristics	are	subject	to	procedures	and	schemas	that	are	specific	to	culture.	Thus,	dominant	
	 278	discourses	and	practices	of	resilience	in	all	their	diversity	can	be	understood	as	conforming	to	the	rationale	of	‘culture-as-resource’.	Turning	to	the	notion	of	‘civility’	to	account	for	alternative	resilience	practices	and	discourses	(TTMR	and	chapter	3)	provided	a	way	of	bringing	to	the	fore	the	problem	of	violence,	which	features	prominently	in	discussions	of	resilience,	while	giving	the	problem	a	specifically	‘culturalist’	frame.	Affirmative	culture	and	the	Adornonian	concept	of	art	that	I	developed	in	the	second	part	of	the	thesis,	which	are	notions	that	belong	to	the	traditions	of	cultural	Marxism,	were	introduced	to	make	sense	of	the	effects	of	resilience	discourses	and	practices	on	art	and	art’s	resistance	to	these	effects.	Thus,	the	common	place	of	culture	unites,	beyond	their	vast	differences	and	particularities,	the	discourses	of	Holden,	MMM,	ACE,	TTMR,	and	Lab	of	ii,	but	also	the	discourses	of	Landry,	Aliyev	as	well	as	those	of	Adorno	and	Marcuse.	In	this	sense,	while	alternatives	to	dominant	resilience	discourses	and	the	alternatives	to	resilience	in	art	exist,	none	of	the	above	fall	outside	the	procedures	of	culturalist	discourse	and	practice.			 Before	I	move	on	to	a	discussion	of	my	contribution	to	cultural	and	practical	materialist	research	in	the	field	of	theatre	and	performance	studies,	I	would	like	to	say	a	few	more	things	regarding	the	categories	I	have	employed	in	this	thesis	and	how	they	relate	to	each	other.	‘Culture-as-resource’	and	‘civility’,	on	the	one	hand,	and	‘affirmative	culture’	and	‘art’,	on	the	other,	function	as	pairs.	The	first	pair	relates	to	art	as	a	heteronomous	practice,	and	the	other	to	art	as	autonomous	practice.	However,	my	discussions	have	shown	that	culture-as-resource	and	affirmative	culture	as	well	as	civility	and	art	also	form	pairs.	In	chapter	2,	for	instance,	I	showed	that	the	rationale	of	culture-as-resource	in	policy	has	a	rhetorically	affirmative	dimension,	which	makes	resilience	an	ambivalent	discourse	of	legitimation	of	and	reconciliation	with	subsumption.	Equally,	in	
	 279	chapter	4	and	5,	where	I	concentrated	on	affirmative	culture,	I	showed	that	art	and	culture	become	affirmative	all	the	while	entering	directly	into	processes	of	valorisation	as	resources.	So,	the	apparent	opposition	between	‘culture-as-resource’	and	‘affirmative	culture’	is,	in	fact,	a	resolvable	antinomy	that	appears	to	traverse	each	term	that	constitutes	the	opposition.	The	same	applies	to	civility	and	art,	which	I	showed	in	chapter	3,	form	a	pair,	with	the	latter	notion	helping	to	account	in	formal	terms	for	the	negative	and	critical	charge	that	animated	events	and	projects	such	as	TTMR	or	C.R.A.S.H.	The	analysis	suggested	that	the	boundaries	between	these	categories	are	not	always	hard.	Cruzvillegas’	work,	for	example,	was	presented	fitting	the	category	of	affirmative	and	negative	autonomy.		While	at	other	times,	the	boundaries	should	be	understood	as	harder.	The	autonomy	of	art	is	conditional	upon	the	presentation	of	the	antagonisms	and	contradictions	that	traverse	the	heteronomous	relations	that	constitute	it	as	art.	However,	this	presentation	of	heteronomy	has	the	status	of	a	negation.		There	is	no	doubt	that	these	four	terms	have	an	application	beyond	discussions	of	resilience.	However,	as	I	state	in	the	preceding	section,	it	would	also	be	interesting	to	see	how	relevant	they	are	to	the	analysis	of	resilience	in	other	contexts.	Within	the	frames	of	this	thesis,	though,	they	have	allowed	me	to	map	out	and	totalise	the	different	problems	and	effects	of	dominant	resilience	discourses	and	practices	in	a	given	historical	and	geographic	context,	alongside	the	various	forms	and	cultural	practices	that	critically	diverge	from	it.						
6.3.2	Contribution	to	cultural	and	practical	materialist	discourse	I	will	now	continue	my	discussion	by	addressing	what	this	research	adds	to	cultural	and	practical	materialist	discourse	in	the	study	of	art,	theatre	and	
	 280	performance.	I	will	situate	my	contribution	in	relation	to	the	work	of	Jen	Harvie,	which	in	terms	of	approach	and	object,	is	close	to	mine.		The	great	strength	of	Harvie’s	scholarship	is	the	manner	in	which	it	engages	with	and	unifies	diverse	body	of	knowledges	through	a	number	of	‘travelling’	concepts	embedded	in	a	discipline-specific	discourse	for	the	purposes	of	critique.	While	I	emulated	this	approach,	one	of	the	differences	between	my	research	and	Harvie’s	is	that	I	have	sought	to	give	the	concepts	that	I	use	to	discuss	art	the	same	level	of	generality	as	concepts	used	for	discussing	policy	or	governance	(‘civility’	functions	on	both	planes	of	analysis).	As	I	argued	in	the	introduction,	this	is	not	the	case	in	Harvie’s	more	recent	work	at	least,	where	the	discussion	of	art	as	genre	is	given	a	much	lower,	art-historical	level	of	generality	than	ideas	of	‘governmentality’	and	‘neoliberalism’.	One	of	the	consequences	of	such	a	move	is	that	her	research	makes,	wittingly	or	not,	the	discussion	of	the	administration	of	culture	its	horizon.	There	is	nothing	wrong	per	se	with	this.	It	just	presupposes	a	different	concept	of	‘practical	criticism’,	which	in	turn	offers	a	different	idea	of	what	materialist	research	is.	I	would	like	to	push	this	discussion	further,	not	as	a	way	devaluing	Harvie’s	achievements,	but	rather	as	a	way	of	developing	a	potential	that	is	embedded	in	Harvie’s	own	work,	which	my	close	reading	of	her	work	has	given	me	the	opportunity	to	develop.	It	is	worth	developing	as,	to	the	best	of	my	knowledge,	no	one	else	has	developed	this	issue	within	the	field	of	theatre	and	performance	research.		The	first	point	I	would	like	to	re-iterate	is	that	the	predominance	of	the	concept	of	‘governmentality’	narrows	the	discussion	of	cultural	politics	and	art.	The	discussion	of	the	administration	of	culture	and	policy,	which	the	idea	of	‘governmentality’	organises	and	gives	primacy	to,	is	an	important	aspect	of	a	discussion	of	culture	and	politics,	but	perhaps	not	the	only	one	to	consider	for	
	 281	scholars	who	do	not	specialize	primarily	in	cultural	policy.	Yet,	any	other	conception	of	politics	in	culture	tends	to	be	absent	from	Harvie’s	work.	By	contrast,	in	my	own	analysis,	the	idea	of	civility,	which	was	directly	related	to	my	discussion	of	administration	and	policy,	also	provided	a	way	of	opening	up	the	discussion	about	the	relation	between	culture	and	politics	beyond	cultural	policy	and	administration.			I	would	argue	that	the	centrality	of	the	concept	of	governmentality	in	Harvie’s	research	also	means	that	her	discussion	of	art,	however	inspiring	and	perceptive,	tends	to	obscure	art’s	concept.	There	is	little	doubt,	for	me	at	least,	that	art	and	culture	bear	a	relation	to	policy	as	well	as	to	the	diffusions	of	ideologies.	However,	my	research	suggests	that	art	is	not	to	be	thought	of	primarily	as	a	tool	of	governmentality	or	a	means	to	diffuse	ideologies	of	whatever	kind.35	On	the	contrary,	art	was	shown	to	be	capable	of	giving	‘voice	to	what	ideology	hides’	(Adorno,	1991,	p.39).	In	this	way,	it	shares	with	criticism,	according	to	Jones	(2004),	a	delegitimising	truth	content,	one	that	enables	it	to	present	the	discrepancy	between	the	promise	and	pretensions	of	bourgeois	ideology	and	its	reality	through	its	‘free’	(but	dependent)	autonomous	form.	Its	delegitimising	truth	content	makes	art	part	of	what	Osborne	(2013)	has	called	a	‘supra-aesthetic	regime	of	truth’	(p.44).	While	I	may	be	exaggerating	the	features	and	differences	between	Harvie’s	work	and	my	own,	I	do	so	in	order	to	clarify	the	point	that	the	question	of	the	contestation	of	ideologies	can,	or	maybe	should,	be	derived	from	a	determined	concept	of	art	if	one	is	not	primarily	a	cultural	policy	scholar.	
																																																								35	The	idea	of	art	as	ideological	means	of	communication	finds	most	probably	its	origin	in	last	chapter	of	Culture	and	Society	(Williams,	1963).	
	 282	In	order	to	finish	this	section,	I	would	like	to	assert	a	last	distinction	between	the	modes	of	knowledge	production	at	work	in	my	thesis	and	the	ones	presupposed	by	resilience	discourses	and	practices,	which	will	build	on	my	discussion	of	transdisciplinarity	in	art	presented	in	chapter	1	and	3.	It	will	also	provide	a	way	of	answering	how	my	own	criticism	produces	a	negation	of	the	rationales	of	resilience,	which	is	an	aspect	of	Q.3a	that	has	not	been	entirely	clarified.		Harvie’s	(2013)	nominal	integration	of	the	perspectives	of	ANT	in	her	more	recent	work	provide	a	good	starting	point	for	this	discussion.	Osborne	(2015)	has	argued	that	ANT	and	the	work	of	Felix	Guattari,	which	ANT	partially	builds	on,	is	a	radical	and	more	theoretically	refined	version	of	a	transdisciplinary	mode	of	knowledge	production	aimed	at	inquiring	into	and	acting	upon,	if	not	solving,	complex	life-world	and	institutional	problems	such	as	climate	change	or	health.	This	is	in	part	why	this	approach	lends	itself	well	to	practice-based	inquiries	or	action	research,	amongst	other	approaches.	The	project	led	by	Steve	Bottoms	(2016)	related	to	flood	prevention,	which	I	mentioned	in	the	introduction,	is	in	fact	a	good	example	of	this	approach	and	what	it	can	achieve.	However,	I	would	argue	that	the	resilience	discourse	of	think-tanks	reviewed	at	different	points	in	this	thesis	also	form	part	of	this	model	of	transdisciplinary	knowledge	production,	while	remaining	theoretically	less	sophisticated	and	socially	less	radical	than	the	work	of	Bottoms,	for	instance.	In	chapter	2	and	4,	in	particular,	these	discourses	were	shown	to	be	transdisciplinary	inasmuch	as	they	cut	across	different	disciplinary	boundaries	in	order,	following	a	residual	welfarist	ethos,	to	solve	or	manage	‘complex’	and	‘messy’	issues	such	as	the	sustainability	and	resilience	of	urban	centres	or	the	field	of	culture,	the	‘reform’	of	the	public	service	or	the	efficient	delivery	of	public	services	and	value.		
	 283	I	do	not	think	that	this	rationale	forms	a	core	part	of	Harvie’s	work,	which	is	more	indebted	to	a	line	of	scholarship	that	runs	from	Raymond	Williams	and	thinking	about	radical	uses	of	art	and	culture	to	Tony	Bennett	and	concerns	about	the	uses	of	cultural	policy.	As	already	suggested,	however,	embedded	within	her	work,	is	a	conception	of	transdisciplinarity	in	materialist	research,	which	I	want	to	contrast	to	the	mode	of	knowledge	production	I	discuss	in	the	preceding	paragraph.	I	reiterate	what	this	is.	Harvie’s	work	is	organised	by	‘travelling’,	cross-disciplinary	generalities.	In	being	so,	her	work	reproduces	something	of	the	‘transcendental	homelessness’	that	Lukács	(1971,	p.41)	romantically	ascribed	to	the	novel,	which	I	am	tempted	to	compare,	using	another	romantic	metaphor,	to	a	kind	of	homesickness:	a	feeling	and	tendency	to	be	at	home	everywhere	(anywhere)	yet	belonging	nowhere.	This	homesickness	makes	strange	familiar	problems	and	notions,	such	as	‘resilience’,	in	order	to	re-problematise	and	re-formulate	them.	These	reformulations	and	problematisations	are	not	meant	to	be	amenable	to	immediate	policy	use.	Solving	problems	is	laudable	and	necessary,	no	doubt.	However,	like	art,	the	primary	task	of	this	kind	of	criticism	is	other:	it	is	to	present	the	contradictions	and	antagonisms	of	reality	in	order	to	make	them	more	intelligible.	In	this	thesis,	I	aimed	to	make	this	affect	and	approach	my	own	and,	in	many	regards,	I	think	that	the	critique	of	resilience	gave	me	the	opportunity	to	clarify	its	character	and	value.	By	taking	this	approach,	I	have	sought	to	refine	an	understanding	of	what	constitutes	a	philosophically-inclined	sociology	of	culture,	which	is	related	yet	different	to	other	sociological	or	ethnographic	approaches	to	the	study	of	culture	or	to	more	strictly	philosophical	or	theoretical	discussions	of	culture,	art	and	performance.							
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8.	Appendix	
I	include	in	this	appendix	the	information	circulated	to	participants	prior	to	the	interview.	
	
The	Participant	Information	Sheet	for	John	Pinder’s	PhD	Research	Project	I	am	a	researcher	and	theatre	maker,	based	at	the	University	of	Leeds.	I	am	inviting	you	to	take	part	in	a	research	project	that	I	started	in	October	2014.	This	information	sheet	provides	the	basic	details	about	the	research.	Please	read	the	following	paragraphs	to	ensure	that	you	understand	the	purpose	of	the	research,	its	context	and	what	it	involves.	We	can	discuss	it	further	upon	meeting.	
	
Context	and	Purpose	of	Research	My	research	examines	the	idea	of	resilience	in	theatre	and	performance.		My	research	is	both	social	and	artistic	in	scope,	proposing	to	investigate	the	idea	across	cultural	policy	programmes,	theatre	texts	and	performances.	Through	this	investigation	my	research	aims	to	problematise	the	scope	and	value	of	an	idea	that	is	associated	to	Arts	Council	England’s	policies	that	promote	the	financial	and	environmental	sustainability	of	a	sector	hit	by	cuts	and	restructuring	processes.	My	research	is	premised	on	the	observation	that	resilience,	which	has	become	an	important	socio-political	idea	in	wider	areas	of	policy	and	politics,	has	not	been	sufficiently	scrutinised	in	the	field	of	theatre	and	performance	itself.	As	part	of	my	study	I	am	planning	to	speak	to	a	range	of	artists	and	organisations.	
	
How	would	I	like	to	involve	you?	
	 326	Your	work	interests	me	because	I	am	writing	about	an	event	during	which	…	was	mentioned.	As	part	of	this,	I’m	also	writing	about	….	work	titled	….	I	would	like	the	opportunity	to	talk	to	you	about	Here	Today…	and	the	context	around	as	well	as	the	issues	that	arose	in	relation	to	the	funding	of	the	exhibition.		
	
Using	Information,	Data	Protection,	Anonymity	and	Confidentiality	Depending	on	circumstances	and	needs,	I	might	make	an	audio	recording	of	the	interview	or	conversation.	It	is	also	fine	if	you	would	prefer	not	to	record	the	conversation	or	stop	the	recording	at	any	stage.	After	our	conversation	I	will	transcribe	our	conversation	for	the	record	and	plan	to	store	it	safely	on	University	servers	to	avoid	unauthorised	access,	loss	or	destruction	of	data.	The	information	that	would	be	processed	during	the	research	will	be	used	as	part	of	my	PhD	research.	It	is	very	likely	to	inform	the	writing	of	my	thesis,	which	is	due	to	finish	in	2017-2018.	In	this	respect,	the	information	that	I	am	seeking	to	collect	from	you	will	be	relevant	to	my	study	and	I	am	not	planning	to	use	the	information	for	any	other	purpose	than	my	research.	Any	use	of	the	material	I	make	will	consider	the	original	context	in	which	it	was	discussed,	and	will	not	be	used	out	of	context.	I	will	also	ensure	that	my	information	is	kept	up	to	date	and	will	contact	you	again	if	I	have	any	doubts	about	the	accuracy	of	my	information.		It	is	also	possible	that	I	may	refer	to	you	work	in	conferences,	if	I	attend	any	in	the	next	two	years.	If	this	is	the	case,	as	mentioned	above,	the	information	that	I	will	collect	from	you	for	the	purposes	of	the	research	will	be	rendered	with	accuracy	and	processed	with	your	authorisation.	Any	sensitive	information	that	you	do	not	wish	to	disclose	will	not	be	used	and	any	other	sensitive	information	would	be	used	with	your	authorisation.	Any	direct	quotes	that	I	may	use	from	the	interview	will	remain	anonymous.	However,	you	should	also	be	aware	that	despite	
	 327	data	being	made	anonymous	you	might	still	be	identifiable	by	virtue	of	having	participated	in	my	research.	We	can	discuss	this	possibility	further	and	any	other	risk	our	interview	may	pose	to	you,	people	around	you	or	the	organisation	you	work	with.	These	may	include	issues	of	mobility	and	access,	or	may	relate	to	the	nature	of	my	study	or	information	disclosed.	I	do	not	want	my	research	to	be	cause	of	distress,	and	therefore	you	will	also	have	the	right	to	withdraw	your	participation	at	any	moment	in	time	(my	contact	details	are	below).			
John	Pinder,	PhD	Candidate,		
University	of	Leeds,	3.01	Cloth	workers	South	Building,	University	of	Leeds,	LS2	9JT	
Email:	pcjyp@leeds.ac.uk		
											
